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ABSTRACT 
Licensing Policies of Public School Principals 
by 
Jerri Mausbach 
Dr. Pamela Salazar, Ed.D., Examination Committee Co-Chairperson 
Assistant Professor of Educational Leadership 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
 
Dr. James Crawford, Ph.D., Examination Committee Co-Chairperson 
Associate Professor of Educational Leadership 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
 
A descriptive rationalist policy analysis was used to examine current licensure 
policies in all fifty states and the District of Columbia.  The differences and 
similarities between states that received Race to the Top competitive grant funds 
and those that did not were examined, in addition to the proposed policy reforms 
included in recipients of Race to the Top competitive grant funds. 
The demands made of public school principals in the 21st century have 
increased significantly.  In addition to the continuing role of school manager, 
today’s principals are also expected to be instructional leaders, and in some 
cases exemplary leaders. 
With the accountability era of the reauthorization of ESEA, No Child Left 
Behind, and now, the Blue Print for Reform, principals are charged with ensuring 
academic growth for all children.  They are also now responsible for moving their 
staff, the students, and the community to higher levels of achievement. 
Despite the dramatic changes in expectations of principals, there have been 
minimal changes in licensing requirements to ensure that only the most qualified 
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of candidates are placed in these encompassing roles. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 
Leadership is pervasive and difficult to escape.  Leadership (Bass & Bass, 
2008) influences schools, businesses, informal social groups, formal social 
groups, the government, military, and religious organizations.  Leadership occurs 
among all people, regardless of culture and among many animal species.  There 
are no known societies that lack a form of leadership structure.  Kouzes and 
Posner (2003) concluded that leadership is evident in any organization, is 
observable and can be learned, regardless of the profession.  
Basic principles of leadership date back to 2300 B.C., found among the 
workings of Confucius, Lao-Tzu, and the ancient Egyptians (Bass & Bass, 2008).  
As early as 1513 with Machiavelli’s, The Prince, and Hegel’s 1830, Philosophy of 
the Mind, descriptions of the challenges and glories of leadership have been 
documented (Bass & Bass).   
Never before has leadership been more crucial for society and its 
organizations, both private and public.  Concerns about performance have 
mounted, and society is finally beginning to acknowledge the intricacies of 
bringing about sustainable change and improvement.  Systems such as 
business, the military, education, and the medical field are complex and the 
organizations are fragmented, making sustained effective leadership ever more 
important (Fullan, 2001). 
Strong leadership is the heart of any effective organization, and has many of 
the same characteristics whether private, military, religious, public, or non-profit 
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(Hale & Moorman, 2003).  Exemplary leaders’ greatest accomplishments are the 
successes of those they serve (Kouzes & Posner, 2006).  Peters and Waterman 
(1982) further supported this concept of motivating members of the organization 
in order to increase productivity.  There is support among these fields linking the 
role of the leader, whether a Supreme Court Justice, Five Star General, Chief 
Executive Officer, President of the United States, coach, seafood salesperson, or 
public school principal, to the effectiveness of the organization.  Kouzes and 
Posner (2003) stated that leaders mobilize others in order to accomplish 
daunting tasks in almost every type of organization.  Successful higher 
education, profit-based and nonprofit companies, government, religion, armed 
forces, health care, and entertainment organizations all are influenced by the 
positive behaviors of effective leaders.  
Successful leadership behaviors have evolved into more of a collegial, 
servant leader role, termed Level 5 Leaders by Jim Collins in Good to Great 
(2001).  However, the concept of servant leadership was discussed as early as 
1830 in Hegel’s work, which West Point Military Academy still uses as a 
fundamental leadership focus. 
There are many methods by which leadership is measured.  Tests, product 
output, profits, reputation, record, and supervisor evaluation can all play a part in 
the assessment of leadership efficacy.  What makes one leader more effective 
than the next?  Bennis and Thomas (2007) pointed out that equal numbers of 
British Prime Ministers, juvenile delinquents, and suicidal and depressive 
psychiatric patients all suffered from early parental loss.  When examining 
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leadership, a series of questions to consider surface:  What differentiates those 
who rise above and become leaders and those who do not?  Once you are a 
leader are you the same as every other leader?  Are leaders as effective day one 
of the job as day 1,000 of the job?  Do leaders get better with time?  What role 
does experience and professional development have on leadership 
effectiveness?  Do wins, sales, or scores indicate effectiveness?  Is there a 
method of differentiating the most effective, sophisticated leader from the novice 
leader?  Can we expect different results from different levels of leaders?  While 
there is a plethora of research and literature available addressing leadership, not 
all of the aforementioned questions can be answered with a simple query into a 
database.   
Any stakeholder involved with public education today realizes the daunting 
tasks facing school districts in this era of economic challenges: change and 
reform.  A sense of urgency pervades public education (Knapp, Copland, & 
Talbert, 2003). Traditionally, principals’ primary responsibilities were managing 
the physical assets of a school: the building, supplies, and budget (Sanders & 
Simpson, 2005; Hunt, 2008; Tucker & Codding, 2002).  The onset of 
accountability gave rise to the notion of principals being responsible for student 
achievement and serving as instructional leaders.  Thus, someone, the principal, 
must be held accountable if or when a school fails (Wellman, Perkins, & 
Wellman, 2009).  It only takes a cursory view of the current educational 
landscape to see how drastically the role of the principal has evolved over the 
past few decades, especially since the advent of the Elementary and Secondary 
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Education Act (ESEA) and No Child Left Behind (NCLB).  The current 
reauthorization of ESEA, the Blueprint for Reform and the subsequent Race to 
the Top competitive federal grants have placed an even brighter spotlight on 
public education and the leadership necessary to transform a failing educational 
system.  Principals are now responsible for the complex task of ensuring student 
achievement, motivation, and professional development tied to school 
improvement.  Research on effective schools reflects that in those schools, one 
of the most crucial aspects is that of hiring and retaining the most effective school 
leaders possible (Edmonds, 1979 b), which is a primary responsibility of the 
principal.  
Throughout this study leader, building leader, principal, building principal, and 
instructional leader, will be used interchangeably.  The terms will all refer to the 
same role, that of the person who leads a public school, grades preK-12, urban, 
suburban, or rural, comprehensive, magnet, or specialized. 
There is an undeniable call for strong leadership.  Leadership that brings 
about significant improvement in learning and the narrowing of the ever-widening 
achievement gap is crucial (Sanders & Simpson, 2005).  Without strong leaders, 
there is little hope that any educational challenge will be met (Institute for 
Educational Leadership, 2000). 
Without highly effective school leaders, student achievement can be neither 
sustained nor improved.  Without a highly effective leader in each school, there is 
no chance that our schools will be prepared to meet the needs of the 21st century 
(Sanders & Simpson, 2005; Bottoms, O’Neill, Fry, & Hill, 2003; National 
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Association of School Boards of Education, 2004).  The challenges that face 
today’s school leaders are more serious than ever before.  Poverty, illiteracy, 
social ills, ethnic diversity, prejudice, budget cuts, bureaucracy, poor student 
achievement, unprepared teachers, families that struggle with time and 
resources for school involvement and support, health issues such as teen 
pregnancy, drug abuse and AIDS, and safety and security, all adversely affect a 
child’s ability to achieve their potential (Sanders & Simpson, 2005).  Too many 
children endure an inadequate education when compared to the current 
demands of today’s society.  Educational experiences once reserved for the elite 
are now mandated for all (National Policy Board for Educational Administration, 
2001).  As Secretary of Education, Rod Paige said in a speech November 2002, 
“Learning is a civil right” (in Cross, 2010, p. 159).  School leaders cannot allow 
the quality of instruction in their schools to be anything less than the best that is 
possible (Leithwood, 2010).  Current school principals must take all of these 
factors into account, in addition to the traditional instructional leadership 
demands. These factors result in even more heightened demands for school 
leaders, particularly those leading low performing schools and districts (Sanders 
& Simpson, 2005).  
Members of the education sector at all levels are under pressure to succeed.  
Whether preschool, elementary, secondary, or post secondary; students, support 
staff, teachers, families, administrators, central office, and policy makers are all 
acutely aware of the demands of the 21st century.  This current high-stakes 
environment with an emphasis on achievement for all is uncomfortable and 
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stressful for many principals (Duke, 2003).  The current educational challenge is 
to achieve high levels of learning for each and every student (Salazar, 2008, p. 
ix).   
Enacted in 1994, Goals for Education, 2000: Educate America Act, P. P. 103-
227, states that every school will have leadership that results in improved student 
achievement (www.2.ed.gov/G2k).  These goals parallel the current Race to the 
Top effort, specifically, A Blueprint for Reform (United States Department of 
Education, 2010), that states that school districts must ensure that a highly 
effective principal is assigned to each school, especially those schools with acute 
learning needs.  In addition, states must show evidence of how they have 
improved teaching and leadership.  Achievement for all is the expectation; 
meeting the needs of some or a select few is no longer acceptable, nor has it 
been since the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
of 2001(ESEA) and the subsequent No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) 
mandates. 
The accountability demands on principals have reached a fevered pitch 
(Rammer, 2007).  The insistence for greater accountability to increase student 
achievement in the 21st century is like none other (Stronge, Richard & Cantano, 
2008; Murphy & Louis, 1994).  With high-stakes testing, federal and state 
accountability programs, and intense interest among taxpayers and policy 
makers in the performance of local schools, the challenge for school leaders is 
immeasurable.  Those leaders who continue to be dedicated to their profession 
have answered the call for accountability and scrutiny, but many have found that 
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the traditional preparation programs by way of university and district training have 
not fully prepared them to meet the current unforeseen demands needed to 
ensure that no student or teacher is left behind.   
No longer is the principal as a manager or the Management by Wandering 
Around (MBWA) leadership style effective in meeting the ever-changing 
demands of public schools (Peters & Waterman, 1980).  The role of a building 
level principal has become even more intense and fragmented given the wide 
range of continually changing responsibilities that fall on the shoulders of today’s 
school leaders.  “Maybe you have enough stuff to be a pretty good manager, but 
it takes a lot more to be a good leader,” (Bolman & Deal, 2006).  Building 
capacity among teachers, the community, students, and staff is crucial in the role 
of school transformation.  Increasing system efficacy, from the level of 
instructional support staff, to licensed teachers, to administrators is vital in the 
role of school reform (Fullan, 2003, p. 106).  Maximizing not just learner 
achievement, but teacher and instructional staff performance is paramount in the 
goal for success. All of these demands combine to make the building principal 
the chief executive of the school (Murphy & Louis, 1994).  
In 2002, Anthes stated that building principals must have technical skills and 
capabilities that focus on data and assessment.  In addition, they must be able to 
discern which parts of the curriculum are absolutely critical for instruction and 
assessment and those that are not as crucial; and they must be able to evaluate 
not just teachers, but the administrators that serve on their leadership teams.  
She goes on to state that principals must ensure that professional development 
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is not only meaningful for adult learners, but also closely aligned with school 
improvement efforts.   
Tucker and Codding (2002) stated what numerous building level principals 
have thought for many years, “If the principal and faculty had known how to 
produce unprecedented improvements in student performance before, they 
would have done it.”  
Today’s school leaders must be able to demonstrate vision, courage, and the 
skill to lead and advocate for effective learning communities in which each and 
every student and teacher can achieve their highest potential.  These incredible 
demands of principals have contributed to the increasing challenge in 
educational leadership (Levine, 2005).  Knowledge of changing societal 
conditions, the changing global community, the ability to use political processes, 
the legal intricacies involved with both special and general education, and the 
consummate ability to work effectively with families and the surrounding 
community are crucial to the success of principals in motivating students to 
achieve at their highest potential (Klauke, 1990).   
Given the assumption that principals do have a significant impact on student 
performance through their influence on teaching skills, school principals are 
being held accountable not just for the physical management of schools, but also 
for the product they produce: student achievement (Leithwood & Massey, 2011).  
School principals are increasingly viewed as CEO’s of small businesses whose 
primary product is student achievement (Meyer, Feistritzer, & Fordham, 2003).  
Only in the 21st century has emphasis been placed on developing leaders 
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beyond the ability to plan, budget, and organize.  Principals must have the 
technology skills of a computer programmer; the legal knowledge necessary to 
navigate small claims courts and regulatory and statutory guidelines; the wisdom 
necessary to make rapid fire decisions; the energy of a cheerleader; and the 
ability to demonstrate skills of a master teacher when the substitute does not 
show up (Whitaker, 2003, p. 5).  Even if they do not demonstrate the 
aforementioned skills, principals must be able to lead people to do the important 
work that must be done in today’s schools.  They must be adaptable and flexible 
without losing sight of what really matters.   
The challenges of the global economy and the opportunities that today’s 
technology offers presents even further complexity for the role of educational 
leaders (Institute for Educational Leadership, 2000; Shipman, Queen, & Peel, 
2007).  According to Hess (2005, p. 2), while the insistence of excellence from 
principals occurs frequently, the accompanied value of quality is also in demand.  
The demands and uncertainties of principal responsibilities were noted in 1979, 
when Weldy (p. viii), described teacher militancy, budget cuts, student rights, low 
achievement, and declining enrollment, in addition to new accountability 
measures, as causes for ambivalence and uncertainty regarding roles and 
expectations among principals. 
 
Statement of the Problem 
In 1983, the educational reform report, A Nation at Risk demanded the 
absolute best of its schools (p. 19).  No longer was high quality education for the 
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elite only.  The new era of accountability brought the expectation that all would 
have access to pedagogy and content that would prepare them for the 21st 
century.  Along with those demands came the insistence for accountability for 
excellence from building principals, specifically in the areas of persuasion, setting 
goals, and building community consensus, in addition to the traditional 
managerial and supervisory duties.  Increasingly, states are providing both 
rewards and consequences for principals based on student achievement.  The 
consequences include removal from the school, demotion and nonrenewal, or 
termination.  The rewards include extended leadership responsibilities and 
professional recognition.  With the advent of the 2009 federal competitive grant 
Race to the Top funds, these practices and pressures are going to become 
stronger and inescapable.  Despite this, there continues to be a lack of a 
licensure system that promotes leadership excellence, or any sense of national 
cooperation and collaboration in the area of licensing for school administrators 
(University Council for Educational Administration, 1987).  The assumption that a 
licensed leader is a qualified leader is not consistently accurate. Clearly, the role 
of the principal has changed dramatically in the past quarter century.  The 
requirements to lead various schools based on their needs can be vastly 
different; unfortunately, the licenses that states issue for building principals are 
typically not different. With few exceptions, licensing in states is a one size fits all 
process.   In fact, the standards for licensure for principals, despite the 
overwhelming changes in the role and requirements of today’s principals, have 
remained static.  Unfortunately, licensing, as it exists today, is not proof of the 
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quality necessary to lead schools where they need to go in order to be successful 
in the 21st century (Bottoms, O’Neill, Fry & Hill, 2003; Meyer, Feistritzer & 
Fordham, 2003).   
 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to examine public school principal licensure 
policies across all fifty states and the District of Columbia. With current 
accountability mandates including rigorous curriculum standards, continuous 
assessment measures for each and every student, and the clear evidence of 
academic growth, sometimes even ambitious growth within schools among all 
subgroups, as the accountability bar continues to be raised and sanctions for not 
reaching these bars increases, the skill level necessary for principals must 
exceed the current practices in place for licensing (Adams and Copland, 2005.) 
Assuming that school reform is based on the concept of having (1) great 
teachers in all classrooms and (2) great leaders in all schools; and assuming that 
research supports that great teachers impact students more than any other factor 
in their education; and great leaders positively impact teachers and their 
performance; then, what are the policies for principal licensure in the twelve 
states that were recipients of the competitive Race to the Top grant funds.  What 
principal licensure policies made those states such shining beacons that they 
were selected above the other thirty-nine states that were not chosen for this 
achievement?   
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Conceptual Framework 
A world-class education is a moral imperative-the key to securing a more 
equal, fair and just society.  We will not remain true to our highest ideals 
unless we do a far better job of educating our sons and daughters.  We 
will not be able to keep the American promise of equal opportunity if we 
fail to provide a world-class education to every child. (Obama, 2010 p. 1) 
The stakeholders of the 21st century are clearly aware that something must 
change to meet the needs of today’s society.  Obama continues in 2010 by 
stating that, “This effort will require the skills and talents of many, but especially 
our nation’s teachers, principals and other school leaders” (p. 1).  Are our leaders 
prepared to meet the challenges posed today?  Do policies set forth by states, 
but implemented by local districts for licensure prepare leaders to meet those 
needs?    
 In order to address the issue of the impact of licensure requirements on 
public school principals, the following issues were examined:  (1) the changing 
role of the principal, (2) recent accountability measures, (3) general 
organizational functions, (4) the impact of educational leadership, (5) licensing 
practices, (6) return on investment and value added benefits, and (7) 
organizational and policy implications in an attempt to identify salient points of 
principal licensure and identify commonalities among states with visionary 
standards for licensure; those receiving Race to the Top funds.  The policy 
analysis framework was modeled after the decision making process from 
Fowler’s (2009) work (p. 15).   
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Policymaking efforts can be characterized in three areas.  Technical policy 
perspective is commonly found in policy analysis texts and is generally 
associated with natural choice models.  According to this perspective, 
policymakers should focus on rational choices once the policy issue is on the 
agenda.  The political perspective focuses on a naturalistic explanation of how 
policies are made.  The vague nature of leadership in the process of 
policymaking and the disconnect that occurs as policies are refined during 
implementation help explain how policies fail or succeed.  Understanding how a 
policy reached the public official’s desk is crucial to the success of the policy.  
The practitioner perspective examines the tendencies of administrators to seek 
flexibility and autonomy in interpreting policy and ways in which this interpretation 
affects the broader range of policy change (Louis, et al., 2010; Weimer & Vining, 
2011).   
Professionals who will be affected by the proposed change often view new 
policies and regulations as distractions from former policies and hence as 
additional challenges added to their already full plate.  As a result, these new 
policies are adapted to meet their individual or organizational needs.  Each 
perspective has validity in describing aspects of policy work.  According to Louis, 
et al. (2010), typically, local school districts agreed with established state 
policies, but were liberal in their implementation of such policies in order to 
continue to honor past local traditions.  Some key findings from the Louis, et al. 
study are that all states have policies in place that are intended to improve 
teaching and learning.  Further, state policy for the improvement of teaching and 
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learning may have been established well before the 2001 enactment of No Child 
Left Behind.  Additionally, all states have expressed a desire to increase 
leadership skills, but the demand for more, better leaders does not align with the 
policies required to produce more acutely qualified instructional leaders.  
Moreover, state policies vary nationwide concerning educational leadership, and 
due to the disjointed policies from state to state; no national policy exists related 
to principal licensure.  As a result, general directives are provided to local school 
districts by states resulting in fragmented efforts for school reform related to the 
area of principal licensure and certification (Louis, et al.).  Previous research on 
states’ role in licensure of educational leaders can be generally sorted into two 
categories:  first, the degree to which state policies are sound and focus on the 
goal of improving teaching and leadership are examined; and second, 
researchers examine the limitations of state leadership, viewing the ways in 
which state policies are filtered through different processes from external events 
and constituent preferences (Louis, et al.).  Another approach to researching 
educational policymaking is to view how policies are made related to education, 
whether the process of policymaking is related to the policy that is emphasized 
and how policies are used and affect local educators at the local level (Louis, et 
al.).   
Over the past quarter century, it has been widely apparent that states have 
varied approaches to how local districts implement policies.  All 50 states and the 
District of Columbia have, in some manner, been held accountable for student 
achievement.  Some states, such as Texas, Tennessee, and North Carolina, 
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have been active in developing systems for reporting data and the subsequent 
consequences or sanctions; while other states, such as Nebraska and Iowa, 
have left such decisions up to individual school districts (Louis, et al., 2010).  
The delicate balance of political expectations and opportunities plays a crucial 
role in the political culture of the states.  Political culture affects outcomes by 
creating a context in which decisions are made (Louis, et al., 2010).  
 Principals are charged with serving a vast array of stakeholders.  Students, 
families, community members, central office, union officials, and policy makers all 
have ownership in the success of public schools.  “Principals must focus 
everyone’s attention persistently and relentlessly on learning and teaching” 
(Salazar, 2008, p. 3).  They must focus on learning that is rigorous and 
standards-based and must provide the supports needed to achieve these goals, 
despite pervasive roadblocks that threaten to impede their progress (p. 27).  
Following district mandates, managing high turnover of staff, responding to 
parent and community concerns, dealing with the legal quagmire of special 
education, long hours, short paychecks, and little respect or prestige are all 
added challenges today’s school leaders face (Institute for Educational 
Leadership, 2000).  Both scholars and practitioners have argued that it is 
impossible to find any one mortal capable of effectively executing the multi-
faceted demands of such a position (Davis, Darling-Hammond, LaPointe & 
Meyerson, 2005).  This concept is further supported by Archer (2004), who refers 
to the newly created demands of principals resulting in the principalship being an 
impossible job.  “American schools are central to the fabric of society and 
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productivity” (Kelly & Peterson in Tucker & Codding, 2002, p. 247).  All United 
States citizens have the right to develop the skills and knowledge necessary to 
enhance their quality of life and the quality of life in society as a whole.  This is 
one of the major tenets of public education.  Since the beginning of schooling in 
America, the relationship between schools and quality of learning has been 
accepted as an act of faith (Sergiovanni, 1991).  Our country’s competitiveness 
and quality of life is dependent upon productive citizens who are educated in 
schools, taught by teachers, and lead by principals (National Commission on 
Teaching and America’s Future, 2004).  Reforming our schools to deliver a 
world-class education is a shared responsibility – our nation’s teachers and 
principals cannot shoulder the task alone.  Policies must be in place that support 
the systems that foster necessary growth and excellence (Obama, 2010).   
Principal Licensing  
Licensure for school and district leaders is the mechanism used by school 
organizations to hire individuals deemed competent to complete a specific job 
(NASBE, 2004).  However, just as the private sector has identified top-notch 
leaders, so must the field of education (Pritzker, 2010).  The field of education is 
not directed by any one national professional organization that sets standards for 
basic licensure and has yet to clearly establish concrete standards for advanced 
licensure.  For example, board certified medical fields such as pediatrics and 
neurology require advanced training and hours of practice beyond that required 
of state medical licensing (LeTendre & Roberts, 2005).  Yet, today, there are very 
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few states that have set standards established to differentiate accomplished 
principals from novice or entry level principals.   
“A great teacher can make the difference between a student who achieves at 
high levels and a student who slips through the cracks, and a great principal can 
help teachers succeed as part of a strong, well-supported instructional team” 
(Obama, 2010, p. 13).  The reforms in place as a part of the reauthorization of 
ESEA include ensuring that students have highly effective teachers, that schools 
have highly effective leaders, and that teachers and leaders have access to 
preparation, support, recognition, and collaboration necessary to be successful in 
the current demands of their roles.  Race to the Top competitive grants were 
awarded to states who demonstrate, among other criteria, willingness to put 
policies in place that elevate the teaching and leading profession and focus on 
recruiting, preparing, developing, and rewarding effective teachers and leaders; 
focus on teacher and leader effectiveness in improving student outcomes; and 
take action and put policies in place that increase the effectiveness of teachers 
and leaders where they are needed the most, that is, schools at the most risk for 
persistent failure.  Further, funds will be granted to states that improve teacher 
and principal effectiveness through the creation of career ladders and improve 
teacher and principal certification and retention policies to better reflect a 
candidate’s potential to impact outcomes for students (United States Department 
of Education, 2010, p. 15).  
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Research Questions 
• What are the school principal licensing policies among the twelve 
states that were recipients of Race to the Top competitive grant funds? 
• What are the school principal licensing policies among the thirty-nine 
states that were not recipients of Race to the Top competitive grant 
funds? 
• What were the commonalities and differences in licensing policies of 
states that were and were not recipients of Race to the Top 
competitive grant funds?  
• What are the systems proposed in the plans of states receiving Race 
to the Top competitive grant funds that influence possible licensing 
policy reform? 
 
Research Design and Methodology 
Descriptive/Rationalist Policy Analysis   
Through a descriptive rationalist policy analysis, the researcher identified the 
characteristics of licensing among the states that were identified by the United 
States Department of Education as recipients of Race to the Top competitive 
grant funds.  The policies on principal licensure for the states that did not receive 
Race to the Top funds were	  also examined in order to determine the 
commonalities and differences between the two.  An examination of the 
proposals made by recipients of Race to the Top competitive grant funds in 
relation to and the possible influence on licensing policy reform was also 
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conducted.  Fowler’s 2009 diagram of the policy process framework was used in 
order to examine and evaluate licensing policies in all fifty states and the District 
of Columbia. 
 Policy information regarding licensure for public school principals in states 
that were approved for Race to the Top funding and the policies they have 
adopted in Section D of their state plan for improving teaching and leading and 
the policies in place in the states who did not receive Race to the Top 
competitive grant funds were examined looking for similarities, differences, and 
trends within the recipients of Race to the Top competitive grant fund states. 
 
Data Collection 
Creswell (2008, p. 245) states that there is no single acceptable approach to 
collecting data.  For the purpose of this study, data were collected regarding the 
alignment of licensing requirements and policies enacted according to Race to 
the Top requirements from the twelve states receiving funds and the thirty-nine 
that did not.  Data were collected by accessing specific state Department of 
Education web sites.  If the web sites were not current or lacked necessary 
information, the researcher contacted the appropriate representative via email or 
personal phone calls.  The researcher ensured accurate and current data 
collection and made and stored copies of data in multiple locations in order to 
ensure availability in the event of loss. 
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Policy Overview 
The study of public policy is the examination of the creation by the 
government whether organizational, local, federal or state, of the rules, laws, 
goals, and standards that the government does or does not subscribe to create 
resources, benefits, costs, and burdens (Birkland, 2005, p. 5).  Although building 
administrator licensing policy may be developed at the state level, the impact is 
felt most acutely at the district, area, and site level when the grassroots 
stakeholders, the students, teachers, and the community, feel the ramifications of 
such policies.  Once the policy is set, those who implement it make decisions 
about who will benefit from the policy and who will bear the burden of the effects 
of such policy (Birkland, 2005, p. 18).  Far too often, the gap is wide between 
those benefitting and bearing the burden and those who develop and mandate 
such regulations.   
In order to obtain an administrative license most states require, at a minimum, 
a certain number of credit hours from an approved educational administration 
program and that candidates have a teaching license and teaching experience.  
The study presented illustrated the wide variances in state requirements for 
certification for administrators and showed what, if any, differences or 
commonalities existed between states that received Race to the Top competitive 
grant funds and those that did not.   
Decisions regarding licensing made at the state level have both direct and 
indirect consequences in school districts and individual schools.  States 
sometimes provide direct support to educational leaders through legislative and 
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administrative policies.  For example, states directly impact principals through 
licensure requirements and preparation and renewal programs (Council of Chief 
State School Officers, 2003). 
Historically, licensure requirements have been based on number of courses 
taken, years of experience in the classroom, or practicum experiences, 
sometimes referred to as inputs.  There have been few instances of states 
basing qualification for licensing on performance-based measures, indicating 
mastery of skills and knowledge, in order to effectively complete the role of 
educational leader, sometimes referred to as outputs (National Conference on 
State Legislators, 2010).  
 
Limitations and Delimitations 
This study examined licensing requirements for principals in all 50 states and 
the District of Columbia.  When viewing licensing among states, if states have 
reciprocity for licensing between states, a principal could meet one state’s 
requirements, but then move to another state and practice in that state while 
holding licensing criteria from the previous state.  Data were only collected 
regarding public school principals.  No private school principal licensing 
requirements were examined.  Due to the individual nature of states and the 
governing bodies that regulate licensing, the data gathered may be current at 
that moment in time only.  This limited study could result in findings not being as 
comprehensive as possible or necessary to draw substantial conclusions. 
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Due to the sheer volume of data available, the only data collected were those 
related to principal licensure.  No other factors such as per pupil spending, 
preparation programs, evaluation systems, race, social-economic factors, or 
years of experience of the principals was considered when reaching conclusions.   
Although there is a plethora of literature that covers professional development 
for administrators, principal evaluation and alternative routes to licensure, the 
researcher chose to specifically address licensure policies alone.  The 
component of license renewal, while also being a potentially powerful lever in 
licensing policy was only addressed briefly in select states. 
Another delimitation was the lack of specific study regarding the licensing 
policies’ inception, purpose and monitoring.  The researcher did not explore the 
date of policy adoption, the states’ purpose or drive for implementing such policy 
or the system for monitoring implementation of the policy within each state. 
 
Significance of the Study 
A study fills a void by covering topics not addressed in the published literature 
(Creswell, 2008, p. 72).  To date, there are few, if any, studies that address 
administrative licensing in light of current educational reforms to ESEA, the 
Blueprint for Reform and Race to the Top.  Not surprisingly, given that the 
designation of states receiving Race to the Top competitive grant funds is so 
recent, there are no dissertations or abstracts on record noting a study of this 
nature.  It is essential that initial studies begin to explore the impact of licensing 
as it relates to leader efficacy and student achievement as the impact of the 
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findings may have a powerful influence on policy making at local, state, and 
national levels. The demand for more competent or redefined leadership is now 
focused on the instructional demands of the principal’s position (Duke, 2003).   
Bolman and Deal (2006) supported these job related demands by noting the 
need for leaders to navigate the dimensions of power and passion when leading 
organizations.   
Study findings provided the reader, policy makers, stakeholders, district 
leaders, principals, universities, and national interest groups information 
regarding the necessity for rigor in licensing programs for principals.   
 
Definitions 
1. License:  A license screens candidates for minimal competencies for a 
particular occupation (Ciccotello, Grant, & Dickie, 2003). 
2. Principal:  Those persons who manage elementary and secondary 
schools (U.S. Department of Labor, 2000, p. 36). 
3. Student Achievement: Accomplishment or mastery of a skill or knowledge 
as a consequence of the individual’s effort, training, and practice (Ravitch, 
2007, p. 9). 
4. Leadership:  The ability to provide direction and exercise influence (Louis, 
2010).  The behavior of an individual when he is directing the activities of 
a group toward a shared goal (Hemphill & Coons, in Yukl, 1989). 
	  
 24	  
5. Policy:  Course setting involving decisions in the widest ramifications and 
longest time perspective in the life of an organization (Bauer, in Dunn, 
1986). 
6. Certification:  A function of local, state, and national efforts to discern 
novice from more accomplished building administrators.  Certification is a 
process that is beyond that of basic licensure (Shelton-Vitaska, 2009).   
7. Stakeholder:  Legislative leadership, state and local leaders, business and 
community members, civil rights and education associations, parent, 
student and community organizations, nonprofit organizations, 
administrators, central office, local employers, local education foundations, 
and institutions of higher education (Department of Education, 2009). 
8. Effective Principal:  a school principal whose students, overall and for 
each subgroup, achieve acceptable rates (e.g., at least one grade level in 
an academic year) of student growth.  A method for determining if a 
principal is effective must include multiple measures, and effectiveness 
must be evaluated, in significant part, on the basis of student growth.  
Supplemental measures may include, for example, high school graduation 
rates and college enrollment rates, as well as evidence of providing 
supportive teaching and learning conditions, strong instructional 
leadership, and positive family and community engagement 
(www.fldoe.org/arra/pdf/usdef.pdf). 
9. Highly Effective Principal:  a school principal whose students, overall and 
for each subgroup, achieve high rates (e.g., at least one and one-half 
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grade levels in an academic year) of student growth.  A method for 
determining if a principal is highly effective must include multiple 
measures, and effectiveness must be evaluated, in significant part, on the 
basis of student growth.  Supplemental measures may include, for 
example, high school graduation rates and college enrollment rates, as 
well as evidence of providing supportive teaching and learning conditions, 
strong instructional leadership, and positive family and community 
engagement, or evidence of attracting, developing, and retaining high 
numbers of effective leaders (www.fldoe.org/arra/pdf/usdef.pdf). 
 
Organization of the Study 
Chapter One provided the introduction, the problem being addressed, the 
purpose of the study, conceptual framework, guiding research questions, the 
significance of the study, limitations and delimitations, and definitions.  Chapter 
Two provided a review of the literature to include a brief overview of leadership 
and licensing practices in other fields, organizational implications such as return 
on investment and value-added models, the impact of principals and teachers on 
student achievement, necessary skills of leaders, advanced certification, and 
policy implications of licensing for principals.  Chapter Three discussed the 
research methodology and descriptions.  Chapter Four provided findings of the 
study and Chapter Five provided a discussion of the findings and implications for 
further studies.   
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CHAPTER TWO     
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Introduction 
Principals are charged with serving a vast array of stakeholders.  Students, 
families, community members, central office, union officials, and policy makers 
have ownership in the success of public schools.  “Principals must focus 
everyone’s attention persistently and relentlessly on learning and teaching” 
(Salazar, 2008, p. 3).  They must focus on learning that is rigorous and 
standards-based and must provide the supports needed to achieve these goals, 
despite pervasive roadblocks that threaten to impede their progress (Salazar, p. 
27).  Following district mandates, managing high turnover of staff, responding to 
parent and community concerns, dealing with the legal quagmire of special 
education, long hours, short paychecks, and little respect or prestige are all 
added challenges today’s school leaders face (Institute for Educational 
Leadership, 2000).   
As stated earlier, leadership influences student achievement.  Policymakers 
can, through the development and implementation of strong, effective 
requirements for administrative licensure, positively influence school leadership 
(Hale & Moorman, 2003).  However, the responsibilities necessary to lead 
schools to the levels of excellence necessary in today’s era of accountability are 
beyond that of entry-level training (Sanders & Simpson, 2005).  
Among the many challenges facing states and policymakers in the area of 
principal licensure is the need for a licensure system that promotes exemplary 
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leaders and rectifies the current lack of a national sense of collaboration in 
preparing school leaders.  Policymakers influence school leadership through the 
process and requirements of licensure.  Policymakers have the power to 
establish expectations for initial licensure and expectations for exemplary 
leadership certification or classification.  They are able to establish standards for 
training, preparation, and performance-based measures in order to regulate such 
a designation.  A major investment in leadership education and preparation is 
necessary in order to hire and retain high quality teachers (Fullan, 2003, p. 82).  
States need policies by which educational administrators are adequately 
prepared to meet the needs of persistently under-performing schools (Sanders & 
Simpson, 2005).   
 
Certification and Licensing 
Unlike the field of public education, many other professions have advanced 
certifications or licenses that indicate a level of expertise beyond that of entry-
level skills.  With licensing comes the assumption that the professional holding 
the advanced certificate has a specialized set of experiences within the 
professional field for which they are licensed.  According to Adams and Copland 
(2007), licenses represented authorization or permission from the state to 
practice an occupation.  Licenses are intended to protect the public from frauds 
or impostors.  Ideally, a license screens candidates for minimal competencies. 
Licenses denote a bare minimum, do-no-harm, safety focused level of 
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qualifications or prerequisites to practice a skill (Ciccotello, Grant, & Dickie, 
2003).  Licensing represents an entry-point to practice.   
The sheer number of licensed professions has grown exponentially in recent 
decades.  Specifically, in 1950, there were approximately 70 licensed 
professions; as of 2005, there are more than 500 licensed professions 
(Ciccotello, et al., 2003).  Occupations that are licensed by states range from the 
accountant to the rather obscure liquid waste hauler. Some occupations, such as 
nurses, are licensed in all fifty states and the District of Columbia, whereas 
others such as a sparring partner for wrestling only require licensing in the state 
of California (Brinegar, 1990).   
In 1974, The New York Court of Appeals defined a profession as having 
certain distinguishable characteristics, including requirement(s) for learning, 
admission to practice by licensing, a code of ethics, and duties to conduct 
themselves honorably (Ciccotello, et al., 2003).  The discussion regarding 
licensing requirements is well established.  As early as 1889 in Dent v. West 
Virginia, licenses have been interpreted as representing skills and learning that a 
community can depend on. 
The general welfare of the state is protected and promoted by only allowing 
certain persons to engage in particular occupations or professions.  Licenses 
govern practices and represent knowledge and skill sets.  Leadership itself is not 
licensed.  Leaders emerge after organizations invest time in development of 
training, assess potential and performance, and then make the determination of 
capacity (Adams & Copland, 2005).  Leadership is not measured by the 
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possession of a piece of paper stating how many course hours were completed.  
Adams and Copland (2007), report that advanced certification is required in order 
to gain greater confidence from the consumer. 
Lawyers, accountants, architects, nurses, and law enforcement officers must 
acquire continuing education or relicensing credits to maintain their certificates.  
Although licensed by individual states, several of these professionals have one 
national set of standards.  Those national standards allow some levels of 
reciprocity between some states with varied degrees of requirements to obtain 
licenses in additional states.  In contrast, educational building principals are 
licensed on a state-by-state basis, with no coherent set of national standards. 
Just as other fields, e.g., medical, judicial, and engineering, have entry-level 
positions, so does the field of education, usually that of a teacher (Gates, 2003, 
p. 32).   
Pritzker (2010) stated that businesses have a stake in improving schools due 
in part to the fact that an educated society is the foundation of the workforce and 
successful commerce system (para. 4).  Businesses are acutely aware of the 
impact of leadership on their success and when faced with underperforming 
organizations scrutiny always begins at the top, with leadership and 
management.  The question then becomes, does the top manager or leader have 
the skills necessary to turn the company around in order to make it a profit-
making organization?  The same question faces schools, districts, states, and the 
nation every day.  Do today’s school principals have the skills necessary to turn 
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around chronically low-performing schools in order to ensure achievement for 
every student? 
Through long-term, specialized training and supervised clinical practice, 
certification represents professional achievement beyond minimum qualifications.  
“One of the hallmarks of a profession is its ability and willingness to control 
entrance into the profession” (Cooper, Cibulka & Fusarelli, 2008, p. 1).  
Specifically, the rules for admission into the accounting field include academic 
preparation at an accredited institution and a licensure examination.  These 
standards are established by the professional organization for accountants, 
which is the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (Grumet, 2008).  
Furthermore, the same guidelines hold true for the legal profession, organized by 
the American Bar Association (Moeser, 2010).   
Just as the private sector has identified top-notch leaders, so must the field of 
education (Pritzker, 2010).  The field of education is not directed by any one 
national professional organization that sets standards for basic licensure and has 
yet to clearly establish concrete standards for advanced licensure.  For example, 
board certified medical fields such as pediatrics and neurology require advanced 
training and hours of practice beyond that required of state medical licensing 
(LeTendre & Roberts, 2005).  As early as the Flexner Report, originally published 
in 1910, recommendations were made to improve the quality of medical 
education through training, standards and subsequent added prestige.  The field 
of educational leadership is just beginning to establish a nationwide system to 
provide a commendable seal of approval for exemplary school administrators.  
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National Board Certification for Principals (National Board for Professional 
Teaching Standards, 2010), which is currently being field tested, will accomplish 
this when fully implemented. 
According to Bolman and Deal (2008, p. 112), members of high performing 
organizations held themselves and each other accountable for the organization’s 
collective performance and productivity.  Over the years, accountability for 
professional performance, for producing results, or a satisfactory product, has 
evolved to include the expectation and reliability of the profession.  Licensing for 
principals should reflect professional accomplishment and preparation for the 
position, not merely minimum qualifications (Adams & Copland, 2005). 
 
Organizational Implications 
“A defining characteristic of the social entity known as an organization is, as 
the name suggests, its state of being organized” (March, 1965, p. 1).  Every 
organization has a basic objective and to be successful the system must have 
control mechanisms in order to guarantee the objective is accomplished.  “Most 
human activities are collective endeavors” (Bolman & Deal, 2008, p. 7).  We are 
born into a family, marry, and begin our own families.  We work for companies, 
the government, or business.  We worship in churches, synagogues, and 
temples; and belong to clubs, teams, and klatches.  We learn in schools, 
universities, and workshops; and most of us were born and will die in hospitals.  
We as a society build and maintain memberships in these organizations because 
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of what they can provide for us.  Medical care, an education, spiritual support, 
and socialization are all benefits of organizational structures (March).   
Organizations achieve goals with the intent of influencing larger systems.  
Armies fight wars with the hope of securing democracy, doctors research genetic 
anomalies with the hope of curing diseases, and schools educate youth in the 
quest of building a more functional and productive society (March, 1965, p. 142).  
Although there are similarities among leadership in public schools, corporate, 
military, and private sectors, school administration varies from that of school 
leadership.  The difference is rarely recognized or addressed, creating 
challenges within the field of licensure (Adams & Copland, 2005). 
Organizations typically focus on products or end results.  In 2002, nearly one 
hundred CEOs of the world’s 2,500 largest companies were replaced in the U.S. 
style deliver or depart leadership (Kellerman, 2004).  Thus, measurement 
practices are put into place in order to ensure the organization is fulfilling its 
goals.  The members of the organization review their performance and then 
adjust the system as necessary.  Accountability for productivity has taken on new 
meaning in recent times.  If a patient dies on the operating table, no more does 
the family merely grieve and plan memorial services.  If a car brake system fails, 
gone are the days when the owner takes the defunct auto to the neighborhood 
mechanic and pays for the necessary repairs himself.  Gone also are the days 
when students in a class, school, or district are merely passed on to the next 
grade level if they do not master prescribed standards for achievement.   
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Return on Investment/Cost Benefit Model 
Is there a reasonable degree of expectation that one with a specialized 
license or certificate, or one who received “Ivy League” training, will produce 
higher results?  Will they achieve more success on the operating table, higher 
returns at the brokerage firm, and higher achievement scores on standardized 
assessments?  Organizations continually search for methods to raise their 
effectiveness.  Leadership of the organization is often the first function analyzed, 
especially when degrees of accountability are raised, either in measures of profit 
margins or achievement data (Taylor, Martin, Hutchinson, & Jinks, 2007).  Fullan, 
Hill and Cravola (2006) drew attention to the fact that billions of dollars have 
been spent on public education in the United States, with results, at best, inching 
forward.  Would this be considered an acceptable Return on Investment?   
Value-Added Impact 
In 2003, McCaffery, Lockwood, Koretz, and Hamilton reinforced the 
importance of teachers as a source of variance in student performance.  The 
concept of Value Added Modeling encompasses a complicated statistical 
technique that can estimate the effects of teachers and schools independent of 
socioeconomic factors (McCaffery, et al.).  This economics term refers to the 
contribution of inputs to outputs in a production process (Harris, 2009, p. 321). 
Harris (2009) compared value-added factors to teacher credentials, school 
value-added accountability, and formative uses of assessment data.  If research 
supports the concept of value-added teachers (those who are National Board 
Certified) having a more positive impact on student achievement than those 
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teachers who are not board certified; and supports the positive impact principals 
have on teacher performance, school climate, and subsequent student 
achievement; is it not logical that highly qualified principals also have value-
added factors that are crucial to the overall success of today’s schools?  The 
researcher posed that if National Board Certified teachers increase value-
addedness to student achievement; would not the same hold true for principals 
who are National Board Certified or who hold advanced certificates in the overall 
success of school accountability? 
Principal Efficacy 
The classic, timeless question, “Do principals really matter; does what they do 
make a difference?” can be answered with a “resounding YES!” (Stronge, 
Richard, & Cantano, 2008, p. xi).  As stated previously, and as supported by 
Cotton (2003); Edmonds (1979a); Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom 
(2004); Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005); Waters, Marzano, and McNulty 
(2003), among others, principal leadership is second only to teacher impact on 
influencing student achievement.  Murphy, Moorman and McCarthy, (2008) 
describe leadership as an explanatory variable.  According to Witziers, Bosker, 
and Kruger (2003), educational leadership was seen as developing strategies so 
that a variety of management tools can be used to achieve a school’s most 
crucial task:  student achievement.  A school leader is, then, someone whose 
behaviors are intentionally aimed at increasing student achievement through the 
processes of the functioning of the organization (Witziers, et al., 2003).  Persell 
(1982) confirmed that there is an abundance of literature available, some as early 
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as 1969, which reinforces the importance of the role of the principal for the 
school as a whole.  In fact, Doll (1969) stated, “Of the three possible causal 
factors for the deviancy of a school, it is thought by the investigator that the most 
crucial is the quality of the administrative leadership in the school” (p. 13).  
Beginning with effective schools research (Brookover, 1979; Rutter, Maughan, 
Mortimore, Ouston, & Smith, 1979; Edmonds, 1979a), early researchers 
acknowledged that the quality of the leadership was a factor in the school, 
affecting both school climate and achievement.  Allen (1981, pending copy of full 
dissertation, in Bass & Bass p. 11) argued that the principal’s leadership was the 
most important factor in determining a school’s climate and subsequent learner 
achievement.  More recent studies of school effectiveness and principal influence 
on student achievement include Levine and Lezotte (1990) and Sammons 
(1995).  Leithwood and Jantzi (2000) addressed the leadership impact on student 
achievement, especially when considering the level of which the principal 
conveys school wide goals and objectives, and projects a common vision for the 
school community.  This preceded Waters, et al. (2003) work that stated that the 
principal was second only to the teacher in the impact made on student 
achievement.  Nonetheless, the role of the principal in the success of a school 
has been confirmed in numerous studies over the last four decades. 
 
Accountability 
A sense of urgency pervades public education with the demand for strong 
leadership unmistakable (Knapp, et al., 2003; Leithwood & Jantzi, 2000).  The 
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importance of school leadership is consistently evident in today’s educational 
agenda.  Bolman and Deal (2008) viewed leadership as the delicate process of 
mutual influence.  Elmore (1999) stated, “Leadership is the guidance and 
direction of instructional improvement.”  The effect of school leadership is well 
established (Cotton, 2003; Hallinger & Heck, 1996; Leithwood, et al., 2004; 
Leithwood & Riehl, 2003; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003). 
It is not always easy to clearly connect student outcomes to teacher or 
principal performance.  However, in the era of the data-driven focus of today’s 
schools, technology has made it much easier to draw a stronger correlation 
between adult behaviors and learner outcomes (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003).   
According to Williams, Kirst, and Haertel (2005), with the increasing 
accountability measures in place, schools were rated more effective if lead by 
principals who viewed themselves as managers of school improvement, driving 
school reform and refining school vision and methods for utilizing data (p. 3).  In 
fact, Waters, et al. (2003) indicated there was between a .25 and .50 correlation 
between principals’ positive leadership influence and student achievement.  
Witziers, et al. reported a .10 effect size of leadership impact on student 
achievement with some specific behaviors such as defining and communicating 
the school’s mission having a more significant relationship with student 
outcomes.  Interestingly, contrary to other studies, Witziers, et al. did not find 
leadership as a significant factor in student achievement at the secondary level. 
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Impact of Principals 
There continues to be concern regarding the state of educational leadership, 
particularly the role of the principal.  According to Sanders and Simpson (2005), 
state policy strategies and options were categorized into five key state policy 
levers: “professional certification, professional standards and assessments, 
professional preparation, professional development, and state reporting and 
accountability for administrator quality” (p. i).  States may vary from one another 
in how they implement instruments in order to achieve a goal that they endorse 
(Louis, 2010). McDonnell and Elmore (1987, p. 137) identified four policy levers 
to influence education: 
1. Mandates:  enacting laws, systems and requirements, including 
sanctions.    
2. System change:  legislating restructuring; changing governance or 
legal/financial relationships, including the provision of the new options. 
3. Capacity building: using professional development, providing access to 
new information or data, and developing leadership. 
4. Inducements:  providing financial aid (targeted or general), special 
grants programs, and other investments in the human of physical 
infrastructure. Throughout this work, the emphasis will be on the 
professional licensure of school administrators.   
As Whitaker (2008, p. 77) stated, “People, not programs are the most 
important factor in any organization, and more specifically, school.”  Hence, the 
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principal and teachers are more important and have more of an impact than any 
program available.  
Leadership influences are usually greatest where they are needed the most.  
The greater the risk levels of the students’ and the school community at large the 
greater the impact of the principal’s skills on student achievement.  “There are 
virtually no documented cases of troubled schools being turned around by 
leaders that are not viewed as successful, in fact, quality leadership is a virtual 
necessity for turning around troubled schools” (Leithwood, et al., 2004, p. 5).  
Transforming schools into the highly productive institutions they need to be is 
daunting and unlikely to be accomplished without the skills of inspired and 
intelligent leadership (National Policy Board for Educational Administration, 
2001).  
Weldy (1979) stated that the principal of a school is seen as the most 
important, most influential and most powerful person on campus.  He further 
declared that schools with principals who set very high expectations for 
themselves, their teachers and their students, generally were among the schools 
with the highest student achievement (p. viii).  He then went on to explain that, 
“The principalship is one of the most critically important positions in education” 
(p. x).  Fullan (2003, p. 6) stated that one cannot sustain vital public school 
systems without the support of highly competent teachers and that highly 
competent teachers are not sustainable without the guidance of building leaders.  
He further stated, “The principal’s role is pivotal in this equation.”  Glickman 
avowed, “the principal of a successful school is not the instructional leader, but 
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the coordinator of teachers as instructional leaders” (1991, p. 7).  In fact, school 
principals are the catalysts for learning, (Augustine, et al., 2009).  Darling 
Hammond (2010) further stated that high quality teaching and learning for all 
students depends on effective school leadership.   
Principal Impact on Teachers 
Principals who are instructional leaders profoundly affect teachers’ classroom 
behavior, which in turn leads to powerful reflection on the part of the teacher 
resulting in increased learner achievement (Blasé & Blasé, 2001, p. 157; Leitner, 
1994).  The specific leadership behaviors that Blasé and Blasé espouse in their 
2001 work are talking with teachers, promoting teachers’ professional growth and 
fostering teacher reflection (p. 160). 
Again, it is widely agreed upon that effective leadership matters the most in 
schools that face the greatest obstacles (Leithwood, et al., 2004, Leitner, 1994).  
Cotton (2003), Edmonds (1979a & 1982), and McCurdy (1983) contended that 
effective schools have effective leaders, and schools with ineffective leaders 
typically stumble.  Marzano, et al., (2005) suggested, 
At no time in recent memory has the need for effective and inspired 
leadership been more pressing than it is today.  With increasing needs in 
our society and in the workplace for knowledgeable, skilled, responsible 
citizens, the pressure on schools intensifies.  The expectation that no child 
is left behind in a world and in an economy that will require everyone’s 
best is not likely to subside (p. 123).  
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Arne Duncan, United States Secretary of Education, in Department of 
Education, Office of Planning, Evaluation, and Policy Development (2010), said, 
“There are no good schools in this country without good principals.”  Herrington 
and Wills (2005) contended that although leadership is not the sole determining 
factor of school success, it surely has a significant role in whether a school is 
successful or not.  Kaplan, Owings, & Nunnery (2005) further supported the 
impact of school leadership, indicating that principals who are perceived to have 
mastered instructional leadership skills have higher-achieving schools and those 
who have not mastered these skills have low-achieving schools.  They stated 
that having a leader with mastery of established leadership skills is a prerequisite 
for a successful school. In 2002, Kelley and Peterson indicated that effective 
principals engage their schools in the processes of establishing, maintaining, 
evaluating and improving organizations and cultures.  They went on to state that 
schools need leaders who can continuously ensure the system operates 
smoothly and effectively.   
Necessary Skills of Leaders 
Leithwood, et al., (2004) stated that principals’ attitudes and behaviors play a 
large role in how schools create a context in which students can succeed.  He 
also suggested that there continues to be growing agreement among 
researchers and practitioners alike as to what constitutes effective leadership. 
Blasé and Blasé (2004, p. 13) described the leadership behaviors that positively 
influence teacher performance as a mix of supervision, professional 
development, and curriculum development.  Salazar, (2008, p. ix) indicated that 
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principal effectiveness is second only to teacher effectiveness when influencing 
learner achievement.  This concept is crucial in that principals typically select, 
mentor and train teachers, thereby making teacher effectiveness highly 
dependent upon principal efficacy.   
As Lipham, Rankin & Hoch (1985, p. 298) stated, “Whether principals make 
effective schools or whether schools make effective principals has been debated, 
but the effectiveness of principals and their schools is intimately related.”  
Successful leadership can play a highly significant and frequently underestimated 
role in improving student learning (Sanders & Simpson, 2005).  A 1977 U.S. 
Senate Committee Report on Equal Educational Opportunity identified the 
principal as the single most influential person in a school: 
In many ways the school principal is the most important and influential 
individual in any school.  He or she is the person responsible for all 
activities that occur in and around the school building. It is the principal’s 
leadership that sets the tone of the school, the climate for teaching, the 
level of professionalism and morale of teachers, and the degree of 
concern for what students may or may not become.  The principal is the 
main link between the community and the school, and the way he or she 
performs in this capacity largely determines the attitudes of parents and 
students about the school.  If a school is a vibrant, innovative, child-
centered place, if it has the reputation for excellence in teaching, if 
students are performing to the best of their abilities, one can usually point 
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to the principal’s leadership as the key to success. (U.S. Senate Report, 
1977). 
It is crucial that one possess the skills necessary for strong leadership, but it 
is also crucial to possess the judgment skills necessary to discern when to 
access and implement specific skills critical for sustained school improvement 
(Elmore, 2003).  Fuhrman and Elmore (2004) described principles necessary for 
the foundation of providing distributed leadership in order to lead today’s schools.  
Improvement of instructional practices and pedagogical transparency, continuous 
professional growth, critiqued by colleagues, models of desired behaviors, 
celebration and accession of shared knowledge and expertise, and necessary 
resources from policymakers all play a crucial role in the development of effective 
leadership for large-scale school improvement (Fuhrman & Elmore, 2004).  
Sergiovanni (1995, p. 4) recognized the evolving role of the principal when he 
identified competencies and proficiencies as opposed to tasks necessary for a 
principal to be successful.  These competencies were grouped into proficiencies, 
which indicated expertness in the principalship.  The proficiencies, grouped into 
ten categories, include leadership behavior, communication skills, group 
processes, curriculum, instruction, performance, evaluation, organization, fiscal, 
and political (Sergiovanni, pp. 4-6).  Sergiovanni suggested that describing the 
role of the principal in an outcomes-based approach lends itself to a values-
based approach of the responsibilities of the building principal.    
Levine (2005) described the role of the building principal as changing from 
being supervisory in nature to being a change agent.  Nor & Roslan (2009, p. 29) 
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stated, “It takes brave, creative and persistent principals who sometimes go 
against set policies and common practices to turn around their at-risk schools for 
the better.”  According to the Institute for Educational Leadership (2000), one 
cannot have a first-rate school without first-rate school leadership, and school 
leaders must be able to exhibit more than charisma and good management skills 
in order to lead schools in the direction necessary for sustained growth.   
Teacher Quality and Student Achievement 
“Five years of effective teaching can completely close the gap between low-
income students and others” (Marzano, Kain, & Hanushek, in NAESP, 2008, p. 
39). 
Hallinger and Heck (1998); Leithwood and Jantzi (2000); and Waters, 
Marzano, and McNulty (2003) discussed the framework of student success 
taking into account teacher, school and family influences. The National 
Commission on Teaching and America’s Future in 2004 stated that high quality 
teaching was vital to our nation’s democracy and that schools with effective 
teachers produced students who were better prepared to be highly contributing 
members of society (p. 14). 
“Individual teachers have a profound impact on student learning, and the 
strategies they use to guide classroom practice should maximize the probability 
of enhancing student achievement” (Salazar, 2008, p. 69).  President Barack 
Obama supported Salazar’s work by stating, “We know that from the moment 
students enter a school, the most important factor in their success is not the color 
of their skin or the income of their parents--it is the teacher standing in front of 
	  
 44	  
the classroom” (U.S. Department of Education, Blueprint on Education, 2010).  
The attraction and retention of highly qualified teachers are believed to be the 
most crucial policy alternatives by which schools can raise student achievement 
(Cawelti, 1999; Darling-Hammond, 1997; Kaplan & Owings, 2002).  Jordan, 
Mendro, and Weerasinghe (1997), confirmed these findings. McCaffery, et al. 
(2003) stated that teacher effects are significant and persist for at least three to 
four years (p. xii).  In 2009, Harris further supported this concept by stating that 
there is widespread agreement regarding teacher contribution to student 
achievement.  Students who are taught by teachers who are deemed highly 
effective demonstrate higher levels of standards-based competencies (Sanders 
& Horn, 1998; Topping & Sanders, 2000; Wright, 1997). Highly effective, 
according to Heck (2007), denoted teachers who have met state licensing, 
content and performance standards.  Those teachers with higher school-level 
professional standards such as certification, content knowledge and performance 
criteria had a positive impact on student achievement (Heck).  Furthermore, 
according to Marcus (2007), teacher quality can be positively tied to learner 
achievement.  It appears that the most important thing a school can do for 
students is provide good teachers (Goldhaber, 2002).  In fact, A Nation Prepared 
(Carnegie, 1986) suggested that the best way to improve America’s educational 
system was to focus on teaching quality.   
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
Since research has proven that highly effective teachers have a positive 
impact on increasing learner achievement, should the quest not be to have the 
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most highly effective teachers in each classroom?  If so, how do states and 
districts select, train and identify those teachers who have met the qualifications 
set forth to distinguish them from teachers with entry level or average skills?  
Several states have begun to distinguish licensing of teachers to include tiers or 
levels of competency.  Michigan, Delaware, Wisconsin and New Mexico have all 
expressed and begun the process of implementing a system of tiered licenses.  
For example, in New Mexico, all beginning teachers are provisional, and can only 
advance to the next level, professional after having three to five years of 
successful classroom experience and taking part in a mentoring program 
(Obama, 2009, p. 147).  Not only does New Mexico’s licensing differentiate 
between competencies of teachers, so does their pay scale, with master 
teachers earning $20,000 a year more than provisional teachers (Obama, 2009, 
p. 149).  Further, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, and Nebraska also offer tiered 
licensing for teachers (Darling-Hammond in Education Week, 2007).  At the 
national level, the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) 
recognized that there was a need to identify and reward exemplary classroom 
teachers who effectively enhance classroom learning (Vandervoort, Amrein-
Beardsley & Berliner, 2004).  In 2001, Helms stated that National Board for 
Professional Teaching Standards (NBPTS) certification is synonymous to 
professional board certification for medical doctors and other highly regarded 
professionals (p. 20).  The question therein lies:  How much more effective are 
the teachers who participate in rigorous, time consuming and expensive 
coursework, reflection and assessments?  Is there a value-added benefit to 
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having a National Board Certified Teacher in your school, district or as your 
child’s teacher? 
Impact of National Board Certified Teachers on Student Achievement 
National Board Certification for Teachers is a means to identify accomplished 
teachers, their practices and beliefs regarding the profession.  National Board 
Certified Teachers (NBCT) can be a predictor of student achievement.  
Specifically, teachers with National Board Certification hold a greater 
understanding of the connections made between the curriculum, instruction and 
assessment, and are better prepared to teach the curriculum and adjust their 
instruction according to assessment data (Elfers, Plecki & Knapp, 2006).  
Furthermore, they are more effective in both reading and mathematics instruction 
than their non-board certified peers (Goldhaber, Perry, & Anthony, 2004).  
Vandervoort, Amrein-Beardsly, and Berliner (2004) found that National Board 
Certified Teachers outperformed non-certified teachers on almost 73% of 
assessment measures over a four-year period.  According to Knoeppel (2008), 
the largest increase in student achievement took place in schools where more 
than 2% of the teaching staff held National Board Certification.   
 
Leadership and Organizational Implications 
Never before has leadership been more crucial for society and its 
organizations, both private and public.  Concerns about performance have 
mounted, and society is finally beginning to acknowledge the intricacies of 
bringing about sustainable change and improvement.  Systems such as 
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business, the military, education, and the medical field are complex and the 
organizations are fragmented, making sustained effective leadership ever more 
important (Fullan, 2001).   
Changes in Leadership and Accountability 
Any stakeholder involved with public education today realizes the formidable 
tasks facing school districts in this era of economic challenges: change and 
reform.  A sense of urgency pervades public education (Knapp, Copland, & 
Talbert, 2003).  Traditionally, principals’ primary responsibilities were managing 
the physical assets of a school: the building, supplies, and budget (Hunt, 2008; 
Sanders & Simpson, 2005; Tucker & Codding, 2002).  The onset of 
accountability gave rise to the notion of principals being responsible for student 
achievement and serving as instructional leaders.  Thus, someone, the principal, 
must be held accountable if or when schools fail (Wellman, Perkins, & Wellman, 
2009).  It only takes a cursory view of the current educational landscape to see 
how drastically that role has evolved over the past few decades, especially since 
the advent of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) and No Child 
Left Behind (NCLB).  Principals are now responsible for the complex task of 
ensuring student achievement, motivation, and professional development tied to 
school improvement.   
Impact of Educational Leadership 
Without highly effective school leaders, student achievement cannot be 
sustained nor improved.  Without a highly effective leader in each school, there is 
no chance that our schools will be prepared to meet the needs of the 21st century 
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(Bottoms, O’Neill, Fry & Hill, 2003; Sanders & Simpson, 2005).  The challenges 
that face today’s school leaders are more serious than ever before.  The 
demands of accountability of principals have reached a fevered pitch (Rammer, 
2007).  The insistence for greater accountability to increase student achievement 
in the 21st century is like none other (Murphy & Louis, 1994; Stronge, Richard & 
Cantano, 2008).  The resolve for achievement for all is the expectation; meeting 
the needs of some or a select few is no longer acceptable, nor has it been since 
the authorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 2001 
(ESEA) and the subsequent No Child Left Behind mandates.  With high-stakes 
testing, federal and state accountability programs, and intense interest among 
taxpayers and policy makers in the performance of local schools, the challenge 
for school leaders is immeasurable. 
Even though there are innumerable unanswered questions about educational 
leadership and the impact it has on student achievement, there is a great deal of 
current research supporting the role of instructional leaders on student learning.  
The effects of school leadership on student learning have been studied by three 
different kinds of research: qualitative, quantitative, and mixed meta-analysis 
(Leithwood & Jantzi, 1990, p. 21).  Just as the role of the administrator continues 
to change and evolve so does the debate regarding the best way to license and 
prepare leaders for the role allotted them.  
Leadership Functions 
According to Hart and Bredeson (1996 p. 235), leadership is a social process, 
not a technical process.  The authority earned must be done so socially and 
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morally, not via clinical trials and assessments.  Leithwood, et al., (2004) 
discussed the basics of good leadership practices, which are necessary, but not 
sufficient in isolation for effective student achievement.  The bases for most 
definitions of leadership are two functions: providing direction and exercising 
influence (Leithwood, et al., p. 20).  Hallinger and Heck (1998), labeled these 
practices as purposes, people, and structures and social systems.  Setting 
directions, developing people, and redesigning the organization, are all 
leadership categories identified by Leithwood (1996). Each of these categories of 
course, contains multiple, specific competencies and skills, with most of the 21 
specific leadership practices from Marzano, Waters and McNulty’s 2005 meta-
analysis included in these categories.   
Further, core leadership practices included developing people-enabling 
teachers and other staff to do their jobs effectively, offering intellectual support 
and stimulation to improve the work, providing models of practice and support, 
setting directions for the organization, developing shared goals, monitoring 
organizational performance, and promoting effective communication; and 
redesigning the organization, creating a productive school culture, modifying 
organizational structures that undermine the work, and building collective 
processes(Leithwood, Jantzi, & Steinbach, 1999).  Leithwood and Jantzi (2008) 
added the impact of management on organizational effectiveness to the 
successful practices of building principals.   
Supovitz, Sirinides, and May (2010) stated that focusing on the school’s 
mission and goals, encouraging collaboration, and supporting instructional 
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improvement are all practices that principals display which have a positive impact 
on student achievement.   Kouzes and Posner (2003) described leaders as 
modeling the way, inspiring a shared vision, challenging the process, enabling 
others to act, and encouraging the heart (p. 3). 
Murphy (1992, p. 114) identified postindustrial educational changes in the 
relationship between schools and the larger environment, the management and 
organization of public schools, and the general nature of teaching and learning.  
According to Murphy and Shipman (1999), one of the major roles of school 
leaders today is to transition from the bureaucratic model of schooling, with its 
emphasis on minimal levels of education for many, to a postindustrial model, with 
the goal of educating all students, regardless of background. In order to do that, 
today’s leaders require a paradigm shift related to their preparation for the 
position.  Hunt (2008) further discussed the various evolutions that occurred in 
the field of educational leadership with the A Nation at Risk (1983) report.  The 
excellence movement, characterized by increased standards, began in the early 
1980s, while the restructuring movement began in the late 1980s.  This era 
espoused site-based management and creativity among building level 
administrators.  This also signaled a heightened sense of accountability on the 
part of schools and the administrators who lead them.  With the advent of No 
Child Left Behind (NCLB), the last of the movements with a basis in A Nation at 
Risk, was the standards movement that truly and intensely focused energies on 
all subgroups, acute accountability and administrators' roles in school 
improvement planning (Hunt). 
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Leaders of today must possess the skills, vision, courage, will, and energy to 
successfully raise the education standard for all children and lead today’s 
schools into the future (Hale & Moorman, 2003; Waters & Kingston, 2005). They 
must also take on the role of life-long learners, responsible for their own 
professional growth in order to keep up with the ever-changing dynamics of the 
role (Hunt, 2008). “No one can say for certain how the schools of the new century 
will differ from those of the past century--but there can be little doubt that these 
schools will require different forms of leadership” (statement made by member of 
the Task Force on Reinventing the Principalship, 2000).   
Prior to the era of accountability, competent management was frequently 
adequate for school leadership; whereas in the 21st century, this skill set is 
insufficient to meet the demands of leading schools into an era of high 
achievement for all, students and teachers alike.  Adams and Copland (2005) 
indicated that successful school leaders influence student achievement through 
supporting and developing effective teachers and through the implementation of 
effective organizational structures.  The top priority of the principalship must be 
leadership for learning, which encompasses instructional leadership, community 
leadership, and visionary leadership (Institute for Educational Leadership, 2000).  
 
Demographic Overview of Principals 
According to Gates, et al. (2003), principals comprised 2.5% of the number of 
teachers in public schools.  Of those principals, the average public school 
principal was 49.3 years old, earned $66,487 per year, had been a principal for 
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nine years, and was a teacher for 14 years before becoming a principal.  From 
1988 to 2000, the number of principals in the Midwest dropped 7.6% while the 
number of principals in the West rose by 13.8%.  Strizek, Pittsonberger, Riordan, 
Lyter, & Orlotsky in 2006, reported that 82% of public school principals were non-
Hispanic White, 11% were non-Hispanic Black, and 5% were Hispanic. Fifty-nine 
percent of school principals held a master’s degree, 30% held an education 
specialist degree, 9% a doctorate degree, and 2% a bachelor’s degree as the 
highest level of post secondary education.   
 
States’ Role in Licensing 
Lane (1984, p. 17) indicated that states license school principals in order to 
protect and promote identifiable state interests.  The foundation of this theory is 
that principals act as agents of the state in their role as instructional leaders and 
managers of their specific school sites in order to ensure all students achieve 
prescribed standards that the state in essence proclaims will be addressed.  The 
state’s interest in educating its youth is promoted and protected by licensing 
requirements.  This viewpoint required that only principals who are qualified to 
serve in this capacity, who are capable of managing the vast responsibilities of 
the position, be afforded such a license (Chapman, 2005).  State departments of 
education, the National Association of Elementary School Principals, the National 
Association of School Principals, and the Council of Chief State School Officers 
all contend that educators require both knowledge and licensing different from 
that of private sector employees (Herrington & Willis, 2005).  In contrast, over 
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thirty years ago Lieberman (1977) disagreed with the concept that licensed 
administrators protected the interests of the state by suggesting that all 
certification requirements for school administrators be eliminated.  His contention 
was that managers of private sector business such as General Motors do not 
hold specific licenses, and surely managing such an enterprise is no more 
demanding than successfully managing a public school.    Lieberman also drew 
attention to the fact that at that time (1977), there were very few empirical studies 
done on certification of school administrators.   
According to Chapman (2005), the most controversial aspect of principal 
recruitment, retention, and development was that of setting the standards for 
educational leadership, licensure, and certification.  Only a few countries have 
made any advances in the area of identifying a common set of national standards 
for educational leadership and even fewer have used national standards for 
licensure and certification of beginning principals.   
Policy Overview 
Educational policy-making has emerged as an important area of inquiry. The 
study of public policy was the examination of the creation by the government 
whether organizational, local, federal, or state; of the rules, laws, goals, and 
standards that the government does or does not subscribe to create resources, 
benefits, costs, and burdens (Birkland, 2005, p. 5).  Although building 
administrator licensing policy may be developed at the state level, the impact 
was felt most acutely at the district, area, and site level when the grassroots 
stakeholders, the students, teachers, and the community feel the ramifications of 
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such policies.  Once the policy was set, those who implement it made decisions 
about who would benefit from the policy and who would bear the burden of the 
effects of such policy (Birkland, p. 18).  Far too often, the gap was wide between 
those benefitting and bearing the burden and those who developed and 
mandated such regulations.     
There are three phases of public policy:  formation, decision-making and 
implementation.  Formation consists of issue definition and proposal formation.  
During this time, persons involved in the formation seek influence from others to 
assist with the adoption of their proposal.  During the policy decision phase, 
personnel involved attempted to mobilize all players to influence the outcome.  
Both side put forth their arguments, rationale, and possible compromises.  
Decisions are then enacted and various agencies are charged with the 
implementation of set policy (Fowler, 2009).  Where does the accountability 
occur?  At what point does any assessment occur which measures the efficacy 
and impact of the policies set forth?   
The National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (1996) stated 
that licensure, certification, and accreditation were crucial to teacher quality.  As 
early as 1988 concerns existed regarding licensure for principals.  “Current 
licensure procedures do a great disservice because they propose to designate 
individuals particularly suited by character, intelligence, and skill to administer 
schools; but that claim is indefensible” (National Commission on Excellence in 
Educational Administration, 1988, p. 21). 
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 Effective state policy in establishing licensing requirements for school 
administrators should ensure a strong pool of leadership candidates and attest to 
the rigor of the licensing and credential process (Davis, et al., 2005).  State 
policymakers should base licensure procedures on research-based data 
regarding what qualifies an individual to become an effective leader (Hale & 
Moorman, 2003).  State certification and licensure policies ensure that principals 
meet the state’s standards of quality, are reputable, and have met at least 
minimum competencies in education and professional development.  When 
student achievement matters, states must view principal licensure as tools to 
promote achievement.  Licensing must be viewed as a policy lever by which 
leadership can be moved toward a learning-focused role that is demanded by all 
stakeholders (Adams & Copland, 2005).  However, licensing requirements are 
and have been for years, becoming discordant with current requirements of the 
scaled-up expectations of today’s building principals (SREB, 2008).  Just as local 
leaders are responsible for ensuring teaching and learning, states must ensure 
that highly effective principals serve all districts and schools (Sanders & 
Simpson, 2005). 
Shift in Administrative Preparation 
The qualifications for entry into leadership preparation programs vary widely, 
with some having described the necessary skills as a “Graduate Record Exam, 
undergraduate GPA, and a check that doesn’t bounce” (Norton, 2002).  
Certification requirements drive the curriculum for each state’s leadership 
preparation programs.  McCarthy (2002, p. 2) described the responsibility and 
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focus of the principalship as a shift over time from pedagogy in the 1920s; to 
scientific management in the 1930s; to patriotism in the 1940s and 1950s; to 
academic excellence in the 1960s; to social awareness in the 1970s; to 
instructional leadership in the 1980s; to improving student performance 
beginning in the 1990s.” 
Archer (2003) indicated that policy makers and public foundations contend 
that although there are plenty of people who could become administrators, very 
few are equipped with the skills necessary to lead today’s schools.  In fact, 
according to the Public Agenda (2001), 52% of superintendents overall indicated 
that they are happy with the job performance of their current principals, whereas 
only 41% of large, urban district superintendents indicated that they are pleased 
with the performance of their current principals.  Farkas, Johnson, Duffett, and 
Foleno  (2001) reported that according to the 2001 Public Agenda survey, 60% of 
superintendents were not satisfied with the quality of candidates for school 
principals and 29% felt that the quality of principals they had hired in recent years 
had declined.   
According to Davis, et al. (2005) the process and standards set forth by many 
administrative professional programs were ill defined, inconsistently regulated, 
and lacking in both rigor and relevance.  Frequently, then, aspiring administrators 
are indeed admitted to the ranks of their field based on clinical, classroom-based 
skills, rather than comprehensive experience-based performance.  These 
administrators may be certified on paper, but are they indeed ready to meet the 
challenges of today’s public education system? 
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Quantity Versus Quality of Administrators 
Additionally, when it comes to ensuring that principals keep student 
achievement at the forefront of their daily responsibilities, only 24% of 
superintendents felt their principals were good, while a disappointing 11% of 
superintendents said their principals were very good or excellent (Farkas, et al., 
2001).  Furthermore, a debate existed as to whether educational leaders should 
hold degrees differentiating educational practitioners (M.Ed., Ed.D) from those 
designed for educational leadership academicians (MA, MS, PhD) (National 
Policy Board for Educational Administration, 2001). 
The intent of any preparation program should be to help future leaders 
develop and refine their conceptual and intellectual framework to incorporate 
their knowledge base into the ever-changing field (Sherman, Gill & Sherman, 
2007).  It is imperative that every educational leadership program prepares 
leaders who are ready to withstand the demands of the fluid role of today’s 
instructional leader.   
The challenge is not if there are enough principals to staff the nation’s 
schools; every state has enough eligible candidates (Bottoms, et al., 2003).  The 
challenge is that there are not nearly enough qualified candidates who are 
prepared to bring about the change necessary for success in our schools (Meyer, 
Feistritzer, & Fordham, 2003; NASBE, 2004).  Licensure, as it is in place today, 
provides no assurance of quality control (Bottoms, et al., 2003).  The question 
was not whether there were enough certified candidates to serve as building 
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level principals, but rather, were there enough qualified leaders available to meet 
the ever-growing demands of today’s public schools (SREB, 2008). 
 
Race to the Top 
In 2002, then Secretary of Education Rod Paige, in addressing the nation’s 
continued concerns over education, stated that the challenges facing public 
education then were not new.  They were the same challenges faced twenty 
years ago when A Nation at Risk was published.  Specifically, among many other 
concerns, teacher certification was not rigorous, relevant, or a predictor of 
success among professionals or students.  In fact, Secretary Paige said, that 
education departments simultaneously served to maintain low standards and 
high barriers (U.S. Department of Education, 2002).  Due in part to these 
concerns, ESEA was reauthorized in 2002 and No Child Left Behind granted the 
nation the promise of academic achievement at grade level among all subgroups 
by the year 2014.  In 2010, eight years later, the same misgivings were echoed.  
No Child Left Behind had delivered on some promises, but achievement for all 
was not one of those.  However, our nation’s expectations, as addressed earlier 
in this work had not faded.  In fact, expectations had intensified and scrutiny was 
even more intense.  Today, not only is teacher licensing under the microscope, 
so, too, is administrative licensing.   
Blueprint for Reform 
On March 13, 2010, when President Barak Obama unveiled the education 
reform plan, The Blueprint for Reform, he stated that NCLB, which while creating 
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a conversation among the nation about student achievement, also created 
incentives for states nationwide to lower their standards so that they could pass 
or meet the NCLB requirements.  NCLB also emphasized punishing schools, 
districts, and states for not meeting standards, focused on absolute scores, not 
growth, a dichotomous pass-fail system of reporting, and a universal remediation 
plan for schools that do not meet the goal, despite their needs.  NCLB entails 
measuring student achievement in English/language arts and math only, with no 
attention given to other content areas such as social sciences or fine arts.  It also 
stops at the high school level when describing student achievement and the need 
for all students to meet academic goals.  Even with all of these checks and 
balances in place, the United States has a higher dropout rate than most 
industrialized countries (Politics Daily, 2010) and a large number of college 
freshmen that require remediation in order to complete entry-level coursework.   
Race to the Top, sometimes abbreviated as RttT, R2T, RTTT, or R3T, was a 
$4.35 billion United States Department of Education program designed to 
instigate reforms in state and local K-12 education policies.  Race to the Top was 
funded by the Education Recovery Act as a part of the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009 and announced by President Barack Obama 
and Education Secretary Arne Duncan on July 24, 2009.   States were eligible for 
grants on a competitive basis.  Of the six separate criteria used to determine 
eligibility for funds, Great Teachers and Leaders carries the most weight, with 
28% of the possible points.  According to Education Week (2009), improving 
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teachers and leaders was more important than even improving data systems and 
turning around the lowest-achieving schools combined. 
Section D of Race to the Top (Great Teachers and Leaders) stated that 
students in high-poverty and/or high-minority schools would have equitable 
access to highly effective teachers and principals. In addition, it required 
improving the effectiveness of teacher and principal preparation programs, to 
include linking student achievement and student growth data to the students’ 
teachers and principals, to link this information to the in-state programs where 
those teachers and principals were prepared for credentialing, and to publicly 
report the data for each credentialing program within the state.  Further, the 
program allowed for the expansion of preparation and credentialing options and 
programs that are successful at producing effective teachers and principals 
(United States Department of Education, 2009).  One impetus of Race to the Top 
was to ensure the best principals possible were placed in schools that needed 
them most: that is, schools with high poverty, high second language needs, high 
minority populations, and low student achievement.  One method to ensure such 
leadership was to provide funds to those states that placed policies in practice 
that ensured the best leaders available were serving the populations in most 
need.  
A component of the Race to the Top program was that of determining value 
added measures of principal effectiveness.  If a building principal does not 
demonstrate over time, the ability to move students from poorly performing to at 
least achieving standards, there are methods in place to replace that principal 
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with one who has proven such skills.  Race to the Top hopes to abolish archaic 
policy practices, which are input driven and have no real impact on leadership 
and subsequent student achievement.  The program would replace these 
practices with cutting edge licensing and certification policies that do have value 
added impact on student achievement, specifically performance measures, and 
evaluate outputs of building leaders.     
Continued Challenges 
Who is qualified to meet the ever-increasing demands of today’s school 
leaders?  The demands placed on today’s leaders are undeniable.  
Accountability, assessment, socioeconomic, ethnic, and social perils permeate 
our schools.  In addition to meeting the traditional management aspects of 
leading a school, leaders of the 21st century must be prepared to develop and 
implement effective staff development plans that are driven by data, developed 
by school communities consisting of all stakeholders, and that provide 
inspirational moral support.  While accomplishing all these goals, today’s leaders 
must be prepared to have fierce conversations, when necessary, in addition to 
providing instructional leadership, effective supervision, professional growth and 
maintaining community relations, central office political savvy, and some 
semblance of a personal life (Scott, 2002).  All this within the mere mortal’s 24-
hour day, seven-day week.  Again, who is prepared for such a task? 
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Advanced Certification 
The concept of differentiated licensure is not a new one in the field of 
education; it just has yet to take hold nationwide.  Some states, such as 
Louisiana, offer second-level certificates that require more rigorous participation 
in mentoring programs and self-reflection via portfolio assessments (Lashway, 
2003).  
One suggestion to refining certification and licensing was to provide a tiered 
system by which beginning principals would be granted an initial licensure to 
practice, much the same as medical residents.  After passing a probationary 
period and meeting set performance-based criteria, which indicated a principal’s 
ability to improve student achievement over a period of time, principals would 
then be granted more permanent and prestigious professional licenses (Bottoms, 
et al., 2003).  Principals could choose to seek advanced certification.  Holding a 
standard, non-advanced licensure would not imply negligence, but merely that 
that principal has not honed his skills in an exemplary manner (National Policy 
Board for Educational Administrators, 2001).  One caveat to such an assessment 
was that there must be consideration given to the needs of the school the leader 
is leading.  Principals in more affluent areas that are less at risk for failure may 
have an easier task of maintaining adequate achievement than principals in a 
high-risk, acutely needy school community.   
Policy Implications Related to Preparation and Licensing 
According to Darling-Hammond (2010, p. 6), policymakers for years had 
ignored the increasing demands that had been made on building level principals 
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in order to move student achievement to the required levels of the 21st century.  
The ability of existing principals to meet the ever-increasing challenges placed 
before them was taken for granted with little thought of the need for changes in 
licensing, certification, or preparation policies.  The bottom line is that, in most 
states, licensing served as a gatekeeper, and kept some potential candidates out 
of the fields of administration (Herrington & Wills, 2005).  Some policymakers had 
pondered whether state certification requirements deterred candidates; 
specifically those without teaching experience, from seeking administrative 
positions (Gates, 2003).  If there were a shortage of qualified administrators, this 
would become a crucial point.  However, if the pool was saturated with qualified 
candidates, licensing requirements that weeded out people from other fields 
would not seem so pressing.  If a state was challenged with a shortage of 
qualified leadership candidates, they may consider offering alternative routes to 
administrative licensure.  However, most states continued to implement principal 
licensure policies that would never produce the supply of high performing leaders 
necessary for the demands of today’s schools (Bottoms, et al., 2003).  With the 
advent of the reauthorization of ESEA and the subsequent Race to the Top 
reforms, alternative routes to administrate licensure may become the norm. In 
fact, portions of funding made available through Race to the Top efforts included 
improvement in principal certification programs (U.S. Department of Education, 
2010).  However, today’s licensing requirements for principals vary widely and 
are not known to be globally rigorous (Institute for Educational Leadership, 
2000).  When there was only one type or level of license for principals, there was 
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no method of tying principal certification to demonstrated performance (Bottoms, 
et al., 2003).  State policy makers were aware that current licensing requirements 
do not adequately prepare leaders for the demands of today’s schools (Sanders 
& Simpson, 2005).  McCarthy (1999) and Murphy and Forsythe (1999), 
contended that licensing standards were low and did not reflect real world 
problems and experiences. 
The performance-based license that was recommended in some of the 
literature would have been more costly and would have resulted in a smaller pool 
of potentially much higher quality candidates.  
 
Interstate School Leaders’ Licensure Consortium 
Since 1996, the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) had 
gained acceptance as a foundation for administrative preparation, certification, 
evaluation, and professional development.  An assembly of educational 
organizations including the National Association of Elementary School Principals, 
the National Association of Secondary School Principals, and the National Policy 
Board for Education began this process in 1994.  ISLLC standards had provided 
a common vision for effective educational leadership.  According to Shipman, 
Topps, and Murphy (1998), the intent of ISLLC was to raise the bar for 
effectiveness of school leaders.  These standards were meant to redefine school 
leadership in order to better reflect current leadership roles that focus on 
enhancing teaching and subsequently have a positive impact on learning.   
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Furthermore, ISLLC standards had been used to prepare school leaders to 
assess existing school leaders and to guide school leaders’ professional 
development (Van Meter & McMinn, 2001).  All members of the National Policy 
Board developed these standards for educational administration that were 
designed for all school leaders preK-12.  The standards and indicators that 
described these expectations were indicative of what a principal should know and 
be able to do as an effective leader.  They also could be used to guide activities 
that support professional development for school administrators.  These 
standards had been published and distributed nationwide with assistance from 
the Pew Charitable Trusts, the Danforth Foundation, and member states 
(Institute for Educational Leadership, 2000).  At least 70% of states used some 
form of ISLLC to create state requirements and develop preparation programs 
(Anthes, 2005). 
Functions of ISLLC 
One goal of ISLLC was to raise the quality of school leaders and expectations 
of those who hire principals (Murphy & Shipman, 1999).  Another was to ensure 
greater accountability for the efforts of preparation programs.  States, such as 
Alabama, have founded their leadership preparation programs on the ISLLC 
standards.  Other states, such as Illinois and Louisiana, are using the standards 
as a template for a principal evaluation tool.  Mississippi has used an ISLLC 
based assessment tool in order to assess leader’s preparation for the field.  
Rhode Island, Illinois, and the District of Columbia used the standards to ground 
their professional development for administrators.   
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ISLLC standards provided the basis for evaluating university programs by the 
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) and the 
National Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA) (Owens & 
Valesky, 2007).   
The focus of ISLLC was on content standards; due in part to the fact that the 
developers felt the standards provided a “powerful leverage for reform” (Murphy 
& Shipman, 1999, p. 216). 
Subsequent to the development of the original standards, the Educational 
Testing Service (ETS) developed the School Leaders Licensure Assessment, 
which was closely aligned to the ISLLC standards in order to assess novice 
principals.  Other standards, slightly less authoritative and comprehensive, 
existed that supported and outlined guiding principles for leadership that 
sustained student achievement (e-Lead, 2010). 
Areas for Growth 
Although these standards were highly comprehensive and covered a wide 
breadth of responsibilities, Waters, et al. (2003), in their meta-analysis of 
leadership practices, contended that some features of effective leadership 
contained in the ISLLC standards might have been underemphasized in their 
need to promote highly successful student achievement.  These included the 
design and implementation of curriculum, student assessment practices, 
acknowledgement of successful school practices, and adaptation of leadership 
skills to meet the fluid needs of a school setting.  
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In 2005, because the ISLLC standards were over ten years old and due to the 
increasing demands of school leaders, policy makers acknowledged the need for 
updating the standards to be more reflective of the expanding role of school 
principals (Sanders & Simpson, 2005). 
Waters and Kingston (2005) drew attention to the fact that the ISLLC 
standards were developed to identify an incredibly wide range of responsibilities 
without differentiating between important and essential responsibilities.  Waters 
and Grubb (2004) additionally noted that the ISLLC standards did not specify 
which skills were necessary to bring about increased learner achievement.  
Gronn (2002) implied that the incredible number of standards that principals were 
expected to meet may be detrimental to the field of educational leadership, both 
in terms of recruiting and retaining highly skilled leaders.  The development of 
clear, functional, practitioner-based standards for performance was certainly an 
area that must be addressed in order to maximize leadership capacity (Kaplan, 
Ownings, & Nunnery, 2005).  Waters and Kingston (2005) asserted that 
principals must be able to discern which responsibilities were important but not 
necessarily essential, especially in times of heightened accountability and 
transparency.  Just as student standards for learning competencies were being 
narrowed, (Marzano, Kendall & Gaddy, 1999) so too should competencies for 
administrators. 
In 2008, the National Policy Board for Educational Administration (NPBEA), 
comprised of chief executives of the American Association of School 
Administrators, the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, the 
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Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, the Council of Chief 
State School Officers, the National Association of Elementary School Principals, 
the National Association of Secondary School Principals, the National Council for 
Accreditation of Teacher Education, the National Council of Professors of 
Educational Administration, and the National School Boards Association, 
finalized the updated standards for the original 1996 Interstate School Leaders 
Licensure Consortium.  The revised standards were indicative of the extensive 
research that occurred in the more than ten years since the original standards 
were developed. The revised ISLLC standards were still composed of six 
“standards,” but now also include functions which were defined by (NPBEA) as 
“actions for which a person or thing is responsible” (NPBEA, 2008, p. 20). 
 
Advanced Certification for School Principals 
The qualifications needed by effective administrators in the current policy 
environment are too extensive to be attained in entry-level administrative training 
and certification programs (Sanders & Simpson, 2005).  States needed policies, 
strategies, qualifications, and requirements that would have prepared 
administrators for the increasing demands of today’s accountability requirements. 
One of the obstacles in categorizing administrator expectations was the practice 
of identifying and guiding highly qualified administrators (Sanders & Simpson, 
2005).  Little attention had been paid to strategies to further develop 
administrators once they had met the basic requirements for initial licensure 
(Hoachlander, Alt, & Beltranena, 2001).  Both the NASBE in 2004 and Adams 
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and Copland in 2005 acknowledged that the magnitude of the position of building 
principals had changed immensely, the responsibilities were much more so than 
that of an entry level leader, yet, virtually all principals were licensed under the 
same category of skill acquisition as opposed to the ability to demonstrate high 
levels of performance necessary to move schools to high levels of achievement. 
Rosalynn Carter said, “A leader takes people where they want to go.  A great 
leader takes people where they don’t necessarily want to go but ought to be”   
 (Quotable Politician, 2003, p. 192). 
A Blueprint for Reform, The Reauthorization of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (United States Department of Education, 2010) stated 
that one of the crucial aspects of school reform was the focus on, among other 
tasks, rewarding effective teachers and leaders.  A way to accomplish this for 
leaders, as it was already in place, was through advanced certification.  One 
method of elevating the profession of the principalship would be to acknowledge 
expertise in leadership; leaders who did not merely exhibit competence, but 
moved schools from failure to success and by sustained achievement for all 
subgroups. 
In 2001, the National Policy Board for Educational Administrators first 
proposed establishment of the American Board of Leadership in Education 
(ABLE) which would identify highly accomplished administrators.  This program 
was voluntary and not necessarily linked to state licensure.  As with other 
advanced certification programs, ABLE provided benchmarks for exemplary 
performance by experienced practitioners that were beyond entry-level 
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requirements (Lashway, 2003).  The National Board for Educational Leaders 
Certification was another vehicle by which leaders could advance their 
certification and possibly receive incentive pay for their accomplishments 
(Shipman, Topps, & Murphy, 1998). 
Advanced Certification for Educational Leaders (ACEL), the National 
Association of Elementary School Principals, the National Middle School 
Association, and the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards were 
developing a process to define and validate standards for not just entry-level 
principals, but accomplished principals.  This certification would motivate 
principals to further refine their professional skills, strengthen the prestige of the 
field, and further raise consciousness of the crucial role principals play in the 
success of learner achievement.  It asked principals to measure themselves 
against a set of rigorous standards or best practices (Pritzner, 2010).  The goal of 
the program was to align national certification requirements for principals with 
professional development that was offered by state organizations, and to identify 
and recognize principals who were performing at an accomplished or advanced 
level.  Advanced Certification for Educational Leaders (ACEL), although a 
founder in the advanced certification movement, was unable to sustain adequate 
funding support and subsequently transferred all available resources to the 
National Board Certification for Principals movement (Salazar, 2010).    
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National Board Certification for Principals 
In December 2009, the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
(NBPTS) announced the implementation of National Board Certification for 
Educational Leaders, which included the National Board Certification for 
Principals (NBCP) in Washington D.C. (Salazar, 2009; Reading Today, 2010).  
NBCP laid the foundation for a new educator-leadership initiative for assistant 
principals, teachers, and other school-based leaders who positively influenced 
the culture of learning in schools.  The collaborative team working on this 
endeavor had developed core propositions and standards that represented what 
exemplary leaders should know and be able to demonstrate at an exemplary 
level.  Each of the nine propositions was divided into three areas: skills, 
applications and dispositions.  Management, leadership for results, and vision 
and mission further characterize skills.  Applications encompassed the areas of 
culture, teaching and learning, and instruction, while dispositions encompassed 
advocacy, equity and ethics (National Board for Professional Teaching 
Standards, 2010).   
The Chicago Public Education Fund had pledged a significant investment in 
the process, as had North Carolina.  The Federal FY 2009 Omnibus bill had 
earmarked $1 million toward principal certification, and the proposed fiscal year 
2010 federal budget allowed for $1 million for principal certification.  NBCP will 
create standards and an assessment process for principals and will define and 
validate the characteristics of an accomplished principal.  This advanced 
certification would support excellence, motivation, and prestige within the 
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profession, just as National Board Certification does for physicians.   According 
to a recent National Board Certification for Principals (2009) survey, 83% of 
school leaders and 69% of district leaders who responded expressed an interest 
in national board certification for principals (Reading Today, 2010).   
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CHAPTER THREE 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
“If you steal from one author it is plagiarism.  If you steal from two, it’s 
research.”  Wilson Mizner, (from Respectfully Quoted, 2010, p. 413) 
Research Design  
Dunn (1981, p. 35) stated that policy analysis is partly descriptive.  Weimer 
and Vining (2011) indicated that the word analysis originates from the Greek 
word meaning “to break down into component parts.”   Policy analysis is an 
applied social science discipline that uses multiple methods of inquiry and 
argument to produce and transform policy-relevant information that may be 
utilized in political settings to resolve policy problems  (Dunn, 1981, p. ix).  This 
study was a rationalist descriptive policy analysis, building upon data collected 
from all 50 states and the District of Columbia regarding licensing policies related 
to public K-12 school principals.  Using critical terms and themes gleaned from 
content analysis found in the policies of all 50 states and the District of Columbia, 
trends, commonalities and differences among policies for licensure were 
reported.  An examination of the proposals made by recipients of Race to the 
Top funds in relation to Section D and the possible influence on licensing reform 
was also conducted. Fowler’s (2009) diagram of the policy process was used in 
order to examine and evaluate licensure policies in all fifty states and the District 
of Columbia. Specifically, policy issue definition was thoroughly covered in both 
Chapter One and Two of this study.  The implementation stage was examined 
through the collection of data.  As Fowler states in 2009 on p. 17, because a 
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policy has been adopted does not mean it automatically becomes practice.  
Fowler goes on to assert that in order for policy implementation to be successful; 
the stakeholders responsible for the implementation of such policies must be 
motivated and have the resources to carry out the mandates. Beyond the 
production of facts, the researcher provided information about values and 
possible courses of action in Chapter Five.   
Through a comprehensive review of related literature, the researcher found 
that a policy problem might exist, in that current licensing policies do not prepare 
principals for the requirements necessary to move schools to achievement for all 
in the 21st century era of accountability.  By using evidence to clarify, apprise, 
and advocate solutions for public policy (Dunn, 1981), the researcher examined 
the similarities and differences in licensing policies among states that were 
recipients of Race to the Top funds and those that were not awarded funds.   
  
Research Questions 
• What are the school principal licensing policies among the twelve 
states that were recipients of Race to the Top competitive grant 
funds? 
• What are the school principal licensing policies among the thirty-
nine states that were not recipients of Race to the Top competitive 
grant funds? 
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• What were the commonalities and differences in characteristics of 
states that were and were not recipients of Race to the Top 
competitive grant funds?  
• What are the systems proposed in the plans of states receiving 
Race to the Top competitive grant funds that influence policy 
licensing reforms? 
   
Data Collection 
Data Sources 
  For the purpose of this study, data were collected regarding the licensing 
requirements of states for building level principals.  Data were collected for the 
thirty-nine states that did not receive Race to the Top competitive grant funds 
and the twelve states that did receive Race to the Top competitive grant funds.  
Data were collected by accessing state Department of Education web sites and 
state Race to the Top grant websites.  If the web sites were not current or lacked 
necessary information, the researcher contacted the appropriate representative 
via email or phone call in order to clarify licensing requirements.  The researcher 
ensured accurate and current data collection and made and stored copies of data 
in multiple locations in order to ensure availability in the event of loss.  Using 
Auerbach and Silverstein’s (2003) model of coding and analysis to organize the 
data, the researcher sought to discover trends and patterns in practices 
proposed by states receiving Race to the Top competitive grant funds that may 
have an influence on licensing policy reforms.   
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Research 
Question 
Data Source Collection 
Method 
Analysis Reporting 
Method 
RQ1 State 
Department of 
Education 
Race to the 
Top Plans 
Teacher 
Certification 
Publications 
NASDTEC 
NASBE 
Extant 
Literature 
Manually 
Gathered 
What was 
available 
Developed 
Headings 
Rationalist 
Descriptive 
Policy 
Analysis 
Tables 
Narrative 
Analysis 
RQ2 State 
Department of 
Education 
Race to the 
Top Plans 
Teacher 
Certification 
Publications 
NASDTEC 
NASBE 
Extant 
Literature 
Manually 
Gathered 
What was 
available 
Developed 
Headings 
Rationalist 
Descriptive 
Policy 
Analysis 
Tables 
Narrative 
Analysis 
RQ3 State 
Department of 
Education 
Race to the 
Top Plans 
Teacher 
Certification 
Publications 
NASDTEC 
NASBE 
Extant 
Literature 
Manually 
Gathered 
What was 
available 
Developed 
Headings 
Rationalist 
Descriptive 
Policy 
Analysis 
Tables 
Narrative 
Analysis 
RQ4 Individual State 
Race to the 
Top 
Applications 
Manually 
Gathered 
Fowler’s 
Policy 
Framework 
Figure 
Narrative 
Coding 
Figure 1. Research questions analysis chart 
 
Description of the Data Collected 
The researcher sorted the relevant information from the volumes of text 
accessed recording whether the position was licensed, if states offered tiered 
licensure, if the position required a teaching license or years of teaching 
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experience, if the state required an internship, post baccalaureate degree from 
an Institute of Higher Education or if the position required passing score on an 
administrative licensure exam.  The researcher sought repeated ideas (Auerbach 
& Silverstein) from the text and dichotomous data.  After recognizing repeated 
ideas and trends, themes were evident.  These themes were then organized into 
theoretical constructs and finally into a theoretical narrative.  
In order to obtain an administrative license or certification, most states 
require, at a minimum, a certain number of credit hours from an approved 
educational administration program and that candidates have a teaching license 
and teaching experience.  This study illustrated the wide variances in state 
requirements for licensing of administrators. 
Data Collection Procedures 
In October 2010, the two accreditation programs nationwide that address 
administrative certifications, the National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher 
Education (NCATE) and the Teacher Education Accreditation Council (TEAC) 
joined to become one entity; the Council for Accreditation of Educator 
Preparation (CAEP) (Education Week, November 3, 2010).  One source of data 
for this study was the National Association of State Directors of Teacher 
Education and Certification (NASDTEC).  Another source was each states’ Race 
to the Top application accessed via the United States Department of Education 
website. 
The researcher accessed each of the identified state’s department of 
education web site in order to obtain pertinent information.  The researcher 
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ensured that data were collected accurately and completely.  However, similar 
studies of Ashbaugh and Kasten (1992) also discovered that just because the 
web site did not contain requirements, did not mean those requirements did not 
exist.  Anthes (2004) conducted a similar study regarding administrative licensure 
requirements, portability, waivers, and alternative certification in which gaps in 
available information were also encountered.  Crawford (1998) examined the 
changes that occurred in administrative licensure between 1991 and 1996; 
collecting data related to degree requirements, examination requirements, years 
of experience and length of the license, but did not examine the field of advanced 
certification.  In 2010, Darling-Hammond examined policy contexts in eight states 
related to highly effective leadership programs and practices.  A portion of the 
Darling-Hammond 2010 study revealed policies related to licensure, but did not 
compare states that received Race to the Top funds to those that did not and 
only sampled eight states.  However, this study revealed, in depth, several 
factors related to principal efficacy, not just licensure policy.   
The researcher encountered state department web sites that were outdated 
or inaccessible.  The researcher then contacted the state department of 
education via personal email or phone calls.  Just as Overstreet (1997) did with 
his data regarding licensure requirements for superintendents, the researcher 
compiled data into a table based on indicators evident in the licensure process.  
The researcher then organized data from the states that received Race to the 
Top competitive grant funds based on themes in order to glean patterns or 
trends. 
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Specific licensing criteria gathered from each of the states to be studied 
included, but were not limited to: 
• Teaching license requirements 
• Number of years teaching experience required 
• College degree from an accredited university required 
• Assessment scores required 
• Teaching experience required 
• Qualifications for renewal available 
• Tiered licensure available 
“Sit down before fact as a little child, be prepared to give up every 
preconceived notion, follow humbly wherever and to whatever abyss nature 
leads, or you shall learn nothing” Thomas Henry Huxley (from Respectfully 
Quoted, 2010, p.  114). 
Data were prepared and organized into themes or categories (Creswell, 2008, 
p. 252) based upon findings.  For example, the researcher compiled the number 
of states that required principals to have teaching experience and the number of 
states that required principals to pass an examination.  After the data were 
collected and organized a comparison was made between requirements of states 
that received Race to the Top competitive grant funds and those states that did 
not.  The data were analyzed in relation to the challenges presented for 
principals in the literature review.  The data may reveal gaps in requirements for 
what currently exists in licensure policies and current expectations for exemplary 
school leadership.   
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Summary 
All fifty states and the District of Columbia require school principals to hold a 
licensure of some type.  The requirements of these licenses vary widely.  As 
noted in the literature review, principal licensure can be little more than a pro 
forma requirement (Office of Educational Research and Improvement, 1987, 
p.17).  State licensing polices can serve many purposes such as to determine 
who can and cannot enter the field of educational administration, to assure the 
public that their children and schools are safe from harm and in determining 
professional development for administrators (LeTendre & Roberts, 2005).  The 
question remains, do current licensing requirements prepare school leaders for 
the demands of the position?   
With the vast changes in requirements for on the job success in turning 
schools around in this era of accountability, the requirements to lead schools to 
the necessary levels of achievement have also changed.  The federal 
government has recognized states that are making reforms in an effort to make 
sustainable gains in the education systems (U.S. Department of Education, 
2009).  Through the data describing similarities and differences in licensure 
policies between states that did and did not receive Race to the Top competitive 
grant funds, this study assisted stakeholders who are concerned with the policies 
in place that regulate the licensure of school principals to discern which policies 
are common to those states that have been recognized as visionary in their 
efforts to move all students to be career or college ready.   
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CHAPTER FOUR 
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 
The purpose of this study was two-fold.  First, the researcher examined public 
school principal licensing policies among all fifty states and the District of 
Columbia, comparing the states that received Race to the Top competitive 
federal grant funding and those that did not receive funds by way of the 
application process.  The study explored the commonalities of principal licensing 
requirements between the states that received these funds and those that did 
not, the differences between the two, and the similarities and the exceptions 
found among the states that received the federal funds. Next, an examination of 
the proposals made by recipients of Race to the Top competitive grant funding in 
relation to Section D and the possible influence on licensing policies and reform 
was conducted. Data were obtained by accessing state department of education 
websites, state department of education codes, and literature related to current 
licensing practices.  
Fowler (2009) noted that often new policies are either not implemented at all 
or modified by the stakeholders at the grassroots level of implementation.  This 
could explain the frequent disconnect between published polices in many states’ 
department of education websites and publications and the actual policy being 
followed by both individual districts and common practices by states as a whole.  
 When accurate or current information related to state licensure policies was 
not available or conflicting information was found, the researcher telephoned the 
state departments responsible for principal licensure to obtain the most accurate 
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and current information available.  This was challenging for some states as 
conflicting information continued to be given.  The data presented represents the 
most accurate information possible gleaned from the most reliable sources as of 
February 18, 2011. 
Using a rationalist descriptive policy analysis, the researcher described the 
policies in place across all fifty states and the District of Columbia related to 
licensure for public school principals.  Fowler’s (2009) diagram of the policy 
process was used in order to examine and evaluate licensure policies in all fifty 
states and the District of Columbia.  For the purpose of this study, only licensure 
of public school principals was examined.  Although information regarding varied 
administrative positions was available, only data regarding licensing of principals 
was gathered and analyzed.  
Chapter four presents the study findings in both table and narrative reporting 
methods.  Common themes and trends are reported, as are exceptions to these 
themes. 
 
Results by Research Questions 
For reporting purposes, states offering alternative routes to administrative 
licensure will be addressed separately.  For now, all fifty states and the District of 
Columbia will be addressed as if ARL were not an option.  The authority for 
administrative licensure lies within the same department as that of teacher 
licensure.  In thirty-three states this authority rests with the State Boards of 
Education; twelve states grant licensing authority to individual boards, while  
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Figure 2.  Fowler’s (2009) diagram of the policy process 
 
Maryland shares authority between the State Board of Education and the State 
Licensing Board and Wisconsin shares licensing authority between the State 
Professional Standards Council and the Chief State School Officer (CSSO) 
(National Association of State Boards of Education, 2010).    
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Table 1. 
Tiered licensure for principals in states receiving Race to the Top grant funds 
State License Req. RttT Tiered 
Assessment 
Required Degree 
Teaching 
License 
Required 
Yrs. of 
teaching 
expr.  
Internship 
Required 
DE ü ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
DC ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
FL ü ü ü ü MA - - ü 
GA ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
HI ü ü - - MA ü 3 ü 
MD ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
MA ü ü - ü MA ü 3 ü 
NY ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
NC ü ü - ü MA ü - ü 
OH ü ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
RI ü ü - - MA ü 3 - 
TN ü ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
 
 
 
Research Question One 
• What are the school principal licensing policies among the twelve states 
that were recipients of Race to the Top competitive grant funds? 
Of the twelve states that received Race to the Top competitive grant funds, 
four or 33% offer tiered licensure for principals.  In this instance, tiered refers to 
the opportunity to advance to higher or more sophisticated levels of certification 
through performance-based measures.  For example, Hawaii offers a second 
level of licensure, the Professional School Administrator Certificate that is 
obtained by serving as a principal for one year.  There are no performance-based 
requirements necessary to move from the Initial School Administrator Certificate 
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to the Professional School Administrator Certificate, hence, for the purpose of 
this study, Hawaii does not offer tiered licensure for school principals. 
Florida, on the other hand, offers performance based tiered licensure for 
principals.  Level I is based upon demonstrated knowledge and may be granted 
to interim and permanent principals.  Level II, or a Professional Certificate, is 
performance-based and includes requirements that principals demonstrate 
successful competencies in the role of the school principal as measured by the 
approved appraisal system.  An individual growth plan is developed based upon 
the evaluation process during the Level I period of employment. 
Delaware also offers tiered licensure for principals.  New principals receive 
thirty hours of mentoring per year for the first three years of their principalship.  
The state funded Principals Academy assists with the mentoring program while 
the Delaware Academy for School Leadership, housed at the University of 
Delaware, also offers mentoring for new principals and professional development 
courses.  Delaware has received funding support from the Wallace Foundation to 
develop an assessment center that provides feedback to principals related to 
their professional performance (Darling-Hammond, 2010, p. 166). 
In Ohio, legislation has been enacted to re-engineer both the teacher and 
principal licensure system, which now requires the use of student growth for both 
obtaining and renewing advanced teaching and principal licenses.  Ohio 
Administrative Code 3301-24-09 (2008) provides that no new principal will 
advance to a professional principal license unless he or she has demonstrated 
success in five domains: 1) setting direction; (2) sustaining vision; 3) building 
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relationships; 4) leading and managing instruction; and 5) further developing the 
organization (Education Commission of the States, 2010). The Urban Principal 
Endorsement may be added to any standard principal license.  It is valid for the 
length of the existing license.  This program includes an extensive internship 
provided by an urban principal preparation program offered by the University of 
Cleveland or Antioch-McGregor University in Ohio and in partnership with a 
school district.  This internship includes the support of a mentor and positive 
completion of the endorsement program needs a recommendation from the 
mentor.  As of January 31, 2011, the Urban Principal Endorsement has yet to be 
granted to any administrator on Ohio. 
One example of reform that has occurred in the area of principal licensure is 
in Tennessee where the State Board of Education is allowing high quality 
organizations such as New Leaders for New Schools to obtain state approval to 
offer licensure programs for school leaders outside that of traditional university 
preparation programs (Tennessee State Board of Education, 2009).  As of 
September 15, 2009, a four-tiered, competency based licensure system is in 
place for administrators in Tennessee.  This system requires continuous skills 
development, beginning with Aspiring, then Beginning, moving to Professional, 
and concluding with the Instructional Leadership License-Exemplary.  In order to 
obtain an Instructional Leadership License Exemplary (ILL-E), principals must 
have a minimum of two years of successful performance at the professional 
level, performance at an exemplary level as certified by a Director of Schools on 
the Tennessee Instructional Leadership Standards and a successful review of 
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evidence and experience by a State Department of Education Leadership 
Council (Tennessee Board of Education, 2009). 
North Carolina does not offer tiered licensure based on performance 
standards, but does offer a Principal’s Doctorate Certificate for administrators 
who earn their doctorate in educational administration or educational leadership.  
No other standards are required for this certificate. 
Competency Examinations 
Ten or 83% of Race to the Top states require some type of professional 
competency exam in order to obtain an administrative license.  Hawaii and 
Rhode Island are the only two RttT states that do not require a passing score on 
a competency examination.  The School Leaders Licensure Assessment is the 
most common assessment required. 
 
Table 2.  
Competency requirements for states receiving Race to the Top grant funds 
State License Req. RttT Tiered 
Competency 
Assessment Degree 
Teaching 
License 
Required 
Yrs. of 
teaching 
expr.  
Internship 
Required 
DE ü ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
DC ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
FL ü ü ü ü MA - - ü 
GA ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
HI ü ü - - MA ü 3 ü 
MD ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
MA ü ü - ü MA ü 3 ü 
NY ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
NC ü ü - ü MA ü - ü 
OH ü ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
RI ü ü - - MA ü 3 - 
TN ü ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
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Educational Level 
All of the twelve, or 100%, Race to the Top states require candidates to have 
at least a Master’s degree from an accredited institution.  Many require the 
Master’s Degree to be in Educational Leadership, while Massachusetts only 
requires a Master’s degree if the candidate is pursuing the traditional route to 
administrative licensure.  If a candidate in Massachusetts chooses to seek 
alternative routes to licensure, they are only required to have a Bachelor’s 
Degree.  These candidates must complete a more rigorous application process 
that includes a panel review, 300 hours of internship, and three years of 
satisfactory performance in the position before being granted a permanent 
license. 
 
Table 3. 
Educational level of principals from states that received Race to the Top grant 
funds 
State License Req. RttT Tiered 
Assessment 
Required Degree 
Teaching 
License 
Required 
Yrs. of 
teaching 
expr.  
Internship 
Required 
DE ü ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
DC ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
FL ü ü ü ü MA - - ü 
GA ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
HI ü ü - - MA ü 3 ü 
MD ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
MA ü ü - ü MA ü 3 ü 
NY ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
NC ü ü - ü MA ü - ü 
OH ü ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
RI ü ü - - MA ü 3 - 
TN ü ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
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Teaching License and Experience 
Eleven (92%) RttT states require that a candidate hold a valid teaching 
license prior to being granted a license to serve as a school principal.  Florida is 
the exception, where no teaching experience is required.  In the other RttT states 
an average of three years classroom experience is required before being eligible 
for a principal license.  North Carolina does not specify how many years of 
teaching experience. 
 
Table 4. 
Teaching license and experience requirements for states that received Race to 
the Top grant funds 
State License Req. 
Race 
to 
the 
Top 
Tiered Assessment Required Degree 
Teaching 
License 
Required 
Yrs. of 
teaching 
expr.  
Internship 
Required 
DE ü ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
DC ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
FL ü ü ü ü MA - - ü 
GA ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
HI ü ü - - MA ü 3 ü 
MD ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
MA ü ü - ü MA ü 3 ü 
NY ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
NC ü ü - ü MA ü - ü 
OH ü ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
RI ü ü - - MA ü 3 - 
TN ü ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
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Research Question Two 
• What are the school principal licensing policies among the thirty-nine 
states that were not recipients of Race to the Top competitive grant funds? 
Of the thirty-nine states that did not receive Race to the Top competitive grant 
funds, nine (23%) offer tiered licensure for school principals.  Indiana, for 
instance, offers an Initial Practitioner License that is valid for two years and 
requires successful completion of the Indiana Mentoring and Assessment 
Program (IMAP).  The Proficient Practitioner License requires successful 
completion of the IMAP and at least two years full-time administrative 
experience, while the Accomplished Practitioner License requires the 
aforementioned skills and the possession of a Education Specialist Degree or 
higher along with seven years administrative experience.  Any of these licenses 
can only be renewed after the completion of an individualized Professional 
Growth Plan. 
Michigan offers a basic endorsement for administrators and an enhanced 
endorsement that requires the completion of an approved advanced performance 
and impact-based educational leadership program.   Performance-based 
program refers to an approved program that requires the demonstration of 
knowledge, application, skills, behavior, and impact on improving leadership as 
measured by performance indicators. 
Mississippi offers an Entry Level Administrator license and a Career Level 
Administrator license.  The Career Level Administrator license is obtained after 
successful completion of the entry-level license and successful completion of the 
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School Leader’s Licensure Assessment, the School Executive Management 
Institute, and the Mississippi Administrator Assessment Instrument Portfolio. 
Missouri offers Initial Administrator Certificates, the Transition Administrator 
Certificate that requires successful completion of the Missouri Performance-
Based Principals’ Evaluation, or the Career Continuous Administrator Certificate.  
This advanced certificate requires an educational specialist degree or higher and 
successful completion of a performance-based principal evaluation.  Once this 
certificate is granted, the holder is exempt from participation in professional 
development if they have ten years experience or have an educational specialist 
degree or a certification from a nationally recognized professional administrator 
organization. 
Virginia offers a Level II endorsement to principals who have served 
successfully for at least five years as a Level I administrator and who meet two or 
more of the following criteria: 
• Evidence of improved student achievement 
• Evidence of effective instructional leadership 
• Evidence of positive effect on school climate and culture 
• Earned a doctorate in educational leadership or evidence of 
formal professional development in the areas of school law, 
finance, supervision, human resources management and 
instructional leadership, or 
• Evidence of completion of a high-quality professional 
development project developed by the division superintendent. 
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California, the first state in the country to offer tiered licensure for principals 
(Darling-Hammond, 2010, p. 164), issues Administrative Services Credentials to 
personnel who are able to demonstrate competence in California’s standards for 
school leadership through completion of a commission approved preparation 
program or an alternative route authorized by California law.  All principals must 
hold an Administrative Services Credential in order to evaluate the quality of 
instructional programs and personnel and provide discipline for students and 
certified personnel at the school site level (California Commission on Teacher 
Credentialing, 2004).  The Preliminary Administrative Services Credential 
requires completion of a state-approved preparation program.  However, 
individuals may also obtain this credential by passing a commission approved 
examination.  There is no specific length mandated of the program, but programs 
must meet all of the Standards of Quality and Effectiveness for Preliminary 
Administrative Services Credential Programs. Once this program is complete, 
candidates can obtain a Certificate for Eligibility for the Preliminary Administrative 
Services Credential.  This certificate allows personnel to seek initial employment 
as an administrator, but does not guarantee ongoing administrative service.  
Once this certificate is obtained, a five-year period begins whereby the 
administrator must begin meeting the requirements necessary to continue to hold 
an administrative position.  The major role of this level of preparation is to move 
leaders beyond that of entry-level administration to that of a more reflective and 
advanced leader.  This credential is valid for five years and is renewable by 
completing 150 hours of individually designed professional growth activities, 
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required school service, and an application and fee (California Commission on 
Teacher Credentialing, 2004). 
Kansas requires that all administrators are issued an Initial School Leadership 
License, that entails possessing a graduate degree, a school leadership program 
approved by the state, a 3.25 GPA, completion of the appropriate ETS school 
leadership assessment, and three years of teaching experience.  The 
Professional School Leadership License requires the successful completion of a 
performance assessment during the initial licensure period.  However, if out-of-
state applicants have three years administrative experience, the assessment 
requirements may be waived. 
License renewal in Kentucky, which results in the obtainment of a 
Professional Certificate, is based not only upon years of service, but also the 
completion of forty-two (42) hours of approved training selected from programs 
approved by the Kentucky Effective Instructional Leadership Training Program. 
Alabama provides novice principals with the Governor’s Congress on School 
Leadership, an opportunity to participate in professional development activities 
within the first year of licensure.  Upon successful completion of the leadership 
standards included in this development, candidates produce a structured 
document relating to the Alabama Quality Teaching Standards, which then 
affords the principals an Instructional Leader Certification.  Within five years of 
the initial licensure, this certification is required in order to renew the principal 
licensure.  Without this certification, a principal license is nonrenewable. 
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Table 5. 
Licensing requirements for non-RttT states 
State License Req. Tiered 
Assessment 
Required Degree 
Teaching 
Credential 
Required 
Yrs. of 
teaching 
expr.  
Internship 
Required 
AL ü ü ü MA ü 2 ü 
AK ü - - MA ü 3 ü 
AZ ü - ü MA+ ü 3 ü 
AR ü - ü MA+ ü 4 ü 
CA ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
CO ü - ü MA ü 3 ü 
CT ü - ü MA+ ü 50 mos. ü 
ID ü - ü MA ü 4 ü 
IL ü - ü MA ü 2 - 
IN ü ü ü MA ü 2 ü 
IA ü - - MA ü 5 - 
KS ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
KY ü - ü MA ü 3 ü 
LA ü - ü MA ü 5 ü 
ME ü - - MA ü 3 ü 
MD ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
MI ü ü - MA - - - 
MN ü - - MA  ü 3 - 
MS ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
MO ü ü ü MA+ ü 3 ü 
MT ü - - MA+ ü 3 - 
NE ü - - MA ü 2 - 
NV ü - - MA+ ü 3 ü 
NH ü - - MA ü 3 - 
NJ ü - ü MA ü 3 ü 
NM ü - ü MA ü 6 ü 
ND ü - - MA+ ü 2 - 
OK ü - ü MA ü 2 - 
OR ü - ü MA ü 3 ü 
PA ü - ü MA ü 5 - 
RI ü - - MA ü 3 - 
SC ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
SD ü - ü MA ü 3 ü 
TX ü - ü MA+ ü 2 ü 
UT ü - ü MA ü 3 ü 
VT ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
VA ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
WA ü - ü MA ü - - 
WV ü - ü MA ü 3 ü 
WI ü - - MA ü 3 - 
WY ü - - Adv. Prog ü 3 ü 
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While not performance based or advanced in nature, Arkansas offers three 
types of administrator licenses; a Building Level Administrator, a 
Curriculum/Program Administrator, and a District Level Administrator license.  
Prior to completing the state administrative licensure requirements, 
administrators can request an Administrator Licensure Completion Program 
(ALCP).  An ALCP is valid for three years.  Once licensed, an administrator can 
be granted an Initial Administrator License, that requires the minimum 
qualifications for licensure in Arkansas or a Standard Administrator Licensure 
that involves holding a current Initial License, completion of an induction program 
and successful completion of the state-mandated licensure assessment.  This 
license is renewable after five years (Arkansas Department of Education, 2003). 
Research Question Three 
• What were the commonalities and differences in licensing policies of 
states that were and were not recipients of Race to the Top competitive grant 
funds?  
With the exception of North Dakota, all sampled states required licensure, in 
some form or another, before serving as a building principal.  North Dakota only 
requires that principals serving schools of over 100 students be licensed, those 
that serve schools with under 100 students do not have to be licensed 
administrators.  Michigan was the latest state to require a license of public school 
principals.  This regulation was reinstated in 2010.   With the exception of North 
Dakota, principals serving schools of less than 100 students, and candidates 
seeking alternative route to licensure in Michigan and New Hampshire, all  
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Figure 3.  Comparison of states receiving Race to the Top competitive grant 
funds and those not receiving Race to the Top competitive grant funds in all 
categories. 
 
 
 
sampled states and the District of Columbia require a Master’s Degree from an 
accredited university program.  All states, with the exception of Michigan and 
Florida require, and those seeking an Alternative Routes to Administrative 
Licensure (which is currently being reevaluated in at least twelve of the states), 
teaching experience ranging from not specified in North Carolina to six years in 
New Mexico.    Michigan does not require candidates to hold a teaching license 
or have teaching experience in order to hold an administrative license to serve as 
a building principal. 
All fifty states and the District of Columbia require that principals hold a 
college degree from an accredited university, with all but North Dakota requiring 
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principals leading schools with more than 100 students.  Forty-nine (96%) states 
require that principals hold a current teaching license in order to serve as a 
building principal.  Florida and Michigan do not require principals to have a 
current teaching license and Hawaii waives the requirement if the candidate has 
a post baccalaureate degree in Educational Leadership from an accredited post 
secondary institution.  
An additional requirement for licensure among both Race to the Top states 
and those states that did not receive competitive grant funding was that of a 
competency examination of some nature.  Ten of 12 (83%) states that received 
Race to the Top funding require some sort of competency examination as a 
requirement of licensure.  Passing or cut scores were typically not provided 
within the literature.  Specifically, Maryland requires a score of 157 on the School 
Leaders Licensure Assessment, while North Carolina states that candidates take 
the School Leaders Licensure Assessment, but literature does not state what, if 
any, passing score is required.  Hawaii and Rhode Island have no competency 
assessment requirement.  Among states that did not receive federal Race to the 
Top funds, 28 of 39 (72%) require a competency assessment as a requirement of 
licensure.  Virginia does not require central office administrators to pass the 
school leader’s assessment prescribed by the Virginia Board of Education.  
However, building principals must pass this assessment. 
In regard to states that did not receive Race to the Top funds, five states 
(12%) require candidates to take state created assessments such as the 
California Basic Educational Skills Test (CBEST) in California and the Arizona 
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Educator Proficiency Assessments (AEPA) in Arizona.  In addition, Arizona 
candidates must participate in language immersion training prior to receiving 
principal licensure. 
Although, to become licensed as a principal via Alternative Routes to 
Licensure (ARL) is listed as an option in each of the twelve states’ Race to the 
Top plans, this option is not listed in the licensing requirements accessed through 
individual state’s department of education websites.   
With regard to current licensing policies in place at the time of publication, the 
most discernable differences between the states that did and did not receive 
Race to the Top funding, is that 33% of Race to the Top states offer tiered 
licensure as an option to recognize accomplished or advanced principals from 
entry level or those meeting minimum qualifications, while 20% of states not 
receiving RttT funds offered such certification options. 
All fifty states and the District of Columbia require that an administrator hold a 
license issued by the state in order to practice as a principal.  All states require 
college degrees, with all but North Dakota in certain situations and Hawaii when 
issuing Alternative Routes to Licensure, requiring Master’s Degrees or higher.  
The Master’s degree must be in the field of educational leadership or educational 
administration from an accredited Institute of Higher Education.  However, 
several states such as New York are allowing organizations other than traditional 
university programs to provide leadership preparation resulting in licensure from 
the state. 
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Table 6. 
Race to the Top reform plan criteria 
States 
 
 
ARL 
Available 
ARL 
in 
Use 
Address 
Principal 
Shortage 
Measure 
Growth 
Eval     
Systems 
Evals 
Featuring 
Student 
Growth 
Tenure 
Removal 
of 
Ineffective 
Personnel 
         
MA ü ü - ü ü ü ü ü 
NY ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü 
NC ü ü ü ü ü ü - ü 
OH ü ü - ü ü ü ü ü 
DE ü ü ü - ü ü - ü 
TN ü - ü ü ü ü - ü 
HI ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü 
RI ü ü ü ü ü ü ü - 
DC ü ü ü - - - - - 
GA ü ü - ü ü ü ü ü 
MD ü ü ü ü ü ü ü ü 
FL ü ü ü ü ü ü - - 
 
 
Research Question Four 
• What are the systems proposed in the plans of states receiving Race to 
the Top competitive grant funding that influence possible licensing policies and 
reforms? 
Race to the Top competitive grant funding required that states develop plans 
which would, among other steps provide high-quality pathways for aspiring 
leaders and improve teacher and principal effectiveness based on performance.   
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All twelve states that were awarded the competitive grant funding, Ohio, 
Hawaii, Georgia, Massachusetts, New York, North Carolina, Delaware, 
Tennessee, Florida, Rhode Island, Maryland, and the District of Columbia 
proposed lofty goals for reform in order to improve student achievement.  
Alternative Routes to Licensure (ARL) for principals is proposed in all twelve 
states, and all but Tennessee currently utilizes alternative routes to certify 
principals.  Nine of the twelve states have proposed practices to monitor, 
evaluate, and identify high needs areas with a shortage of principals.  Some 
states, such as North Carolina, proposed allowing hard to fill positions to be 
served by alternatively licensed principals.  Hawaii offers a $3,000 bonus for 
working in a hard to staff school, while Ohio, Georgia, and Massachusetts made 
no provisions for this in their plan. 
In the domain of improving teacher and principal effectiveness based upon 
growth, all twelve states have measures proposed that will establish clear 
approaches to measuring growth.  Tennessee led the way in the field of Value-
Added Growth models, establishing the Tennessee Value Added Assessment 
System in 1992.  This system provides comprehensive tools for all stakeholders 
to measure, report, and monitor student growth, including forming cohort groups 
in order to assess growth values of teachers.  North Carolina proposes to award 
bonuses to professional staff that exceed expected growth; while Georgia 
proposes the Leader Effectiveness Model (LEM) to assess and monitor the 
efficacy of principals using the value added concept.  As of January 2011, 
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Massachusetts, New York, Delaware, Rhode Island, Maryland, and Florida had 
yet to formalize the systems to be implemented for measuring principal growth.   
Ten states proposed systems to ensure rigorous, transparent evaluation 
systems for principals.  Massachusetts, New York, Ohio, and Hawaii have all 
developed methods to distinguish efficacy of principals ranging from Highly 
Effective in Massachusetts to Developing in New York, Minimally Effective in 
Rhode Island, and Ineffective in Ohio.  The District of Columbia has yet to 
establish an evaluation system for principals while Georgia is currently 
developing a state evaluation system. 
All states except the District of Colombia proposed systems by which 
evaluations and feedback occur at least annually with student growth data 
serving as a foundation for the establishment of principal performance.  In 
Delaware, principals must demonstrate positive student growth in order to 
receive a satisfactory evaluation.  Rhode Island will base 51% of principal 
evaluations on student achievement data, while Ohio proposed publishing school 
ratings.  In Hawaii, principals who are deemed exemplary will be showcased.   
Seven of the twelve Race to the Top states proposed using evaluations to 
inform decisions regarding granting tenure to administrators.  In New York, 
principals who are deemed developing or ineffective for two years can be found 
incompetent and dismissed.  In Rhode Island, only teachers who have been 
ranked effective or highly effective are eligible to apply for leadership roles.  Ohio 
offers no tenure for principals and has multiple certification tiers noting 
differences between novice and distinguished professional performance.  North 
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Carolina, Tennessee, Delaware, the District of Colombia, and Florida have no 
systems in their proposals regarding granting tenure based upon evaluation 
systems.   
Finally, in relation to using evaluation systems to remove ineffective teachers 
and principals, nine of the twelve Race to the Top states have proposed systems 
in place.  In Ohio, persistently low performing principals can be dismissed, while 
in Hawaii, termination discretion is in place for the good of the department.  
Georgia offers performance bonuses, while Massachusetts and New York 
feature the development of customized improvement plans for underperforming 
principals.  Tennessee has proposed examining the programs where poorly 
performing principals were trained.  In addition, the number of principals in each 
category of efficacy will be reported, not individual names of principals.  The 
District of Columbia, Rhode Island, and Florida have no published systems in 
place to address ineffective principals.    
  
Summary 
There were many commonalities among states that did and did not receive 
Race to the Top funds in the qualifications for initial principal licensure.  By 
reviewing state department of education documents, National Association of 
State Directors of Teacher Certification, the National Center for Educational 
Statistics, state licensing agencies, National Association of State Boards of 
Education, literature related to licensing of principals, and innumerable telephone  
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Table 7. 
Overview of research including all fifty states and the District of Columbia 
State License Req. RttT Tiered 
Assessment 
Required Degree 
Teaching 
Credential 
Required 
Yrs. of 
teaching 
expr.  
Internship 
Required 
AL ü - ü ü MA ü 2 ü 
AK ü - - - MA ü 3 ü 
AZ ü - - ü MA+ ü 3 ü 
AR ü - - ü MA+ ü 4 ü 
CA ü - ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
CO ü - - ü MA ü 3 ü 
CT ü - - ü MA+ ü 50 months ü 
DE ü ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
DC ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
FL ü ü ü ü MA - - ü 
GA ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
HI ü ü - - MA ü 3 ü 
ID ü - - ü MA ü 4 ü 
IL ü - - ü MA ü 2 - 
IN ü - ü ü MA ü 2 ü 
IA ü - - - MA ü 5 - 
KS ü - ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
KY ü - - ü MA ü 3 ü 
LA ü - - ü MA ü 5 ü 
ME ü - - - MA ü 3 ü 
MD ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
MA ü ü - ü MA ü 3 ü 
MI ü - ü - MA - - - 
MN ü - - - MA  ü 3 - 
MS ü - ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
MO ü - ü ü MA+ ü 3 ü 
MT ü - - - MA+ ü 3 - 
NE ü - - - MA ü 2 - 
NV ü - - - MA+ ü 3 ü 
NH ü - - - MA ü 3 - 
NJ ü - - ü MA ü 3 ü 
NM ü - - ü MA ü 6 ü 
NY ü ü - ü MA ü 3 - 
NC ü ü - ü MA ü - ü 
ND ü - - - MA+ ü 2 - 
OH ü ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
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State License Req. RttT Tiered 
Assessment 
Required Degree 
Teaching 
Credential 
Required 
Yrs. of 
teaching 
expr. 
Internship 
Required 
OK ü - - ü MA ü 2 - 
OR ü - - ü MA ü 3 ü 
PA ü - - ü MA ü 5 - 
RI ü ü - - MA ü 3 - 
SC ü - - ü MA ü 3 - 
SD ü - - ü MA ü 3 ü 
TN ü ü ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
TX ü - - ü MA+ ü 2 ü 
UT ü - - ü MA ü 3 ü 
VT ü - - ü MA ü 3 - 
VA ü - ü ü MA ü 3 ü 
WA ü - - ü MA ü - - 
WV ü - - ü MA ü 3 ü 
WI ü - - - MA ü 3 - 
WY ü - - - Advanced Program ü 3 ü 
 
 
calls to clarify data, trends became evident, as did the realization of the enormity 
of the task being done by one person as opposed to a team of researchers.  The 
criteria for tiered licensure vary among states, with many states including 
automatic steps to further grades of licensure as a rationalization for advancing 
certification.  Several researchers covering this topic also used input (course 
hours, years experience) as the criteria for advanced or tiered licensure, when in 
fact, only 26.5% of all states offer tiered licensure that is based upon 
performance measures that have been proven to impact student achievement 
and school success. 
Most states delegate the internship component of licensing as a portion of the 
degree or program requirements prior to granting a license.  Louisiana requires 
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the internship to take place after a candidate is appointed to an administrative 
position. 
Currently, several states, including Illinois, Oregon, and New Jersey, have 
proposed a tiered licensure system.  Mississippi has a sabbatical program 
whereby teachers receive full-time pay and benefits while participating in an 
administrative preparation program.  Washington State offers 45 days of paid 
release time for administrator preparation programs (NCSL, 2010). 
 
Summary of Findings 
Prior to the Race to the Top initiatives, there were very few states that had in 
place promising practices that differentiated exemplary leadership from that of 
entry-level skills.  According to Bottoms (2003), although there were no state 
policies set forth, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South 
Carolina, and Virginia appeared to be implementing a more rigorous selection 
and training process for building principals than required at the state level. 
In addition to the findings mentioned previously, twenty states are field testing 
advanced certification programs such as the National Board Certification for 
Principals program with over 400 building level principals currently participating in 
the process (NBPTS, 2011).  
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CHAPTER FIVE 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This study not only examined basic concepts of leadership, but also reviewed 
exceptional leadership in the field of education and other occupations such as 
medicine, law, and the military.  The history of the roles and demands of school 
leaders was established; from being managers of facilities and supplies, 
paperwork and the regulatory labyrinth to 21st century instructional leaders 
capable of overcoming the plethora of socio-economic woes and roadblocks to 
success.  The concept of “schools evolving from the center of learning to the 
epicenter of life” (Auchter at the National Board of Certification for Principals, 
2011) cemented the question of the changing qualifications necessary to ensure 
that all schools are high achieving and that no child or teacher is left behind due 
to the lack of qualifications and skills of the 21st century school principal.  The 
concept of value-added leadership, a theory supported in other professional 
fields, was also addressed.  Given that 20% of a states’ entire general fund 
budget is devoted to human capital (teachers, support staff, and leaders), states 
must be able to articulate a connection between this enormous expenditure and 
a result; in this case, highly effective leadership (The National Association of 
School Boards of Education, 2010).  In fact, both the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act and Race to the Top plans both recognize the need for high 
levels of leadership in our schools in the 21st century. 
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Review of Findings and Functional Interpretation of Each Research Question 
The results of this study, a descriptive rationalist policy analysis, illustrate the 
commonalities, more so than the differences, among states that did and did not 
receive Race to the Top competitive education reform grant funds.  Given that 
the twelve states selected to receive these funds represent beacons for reform in 
the arena of public education, their standards for licensing of school 
administrators might serve as a benchmark for excellence when establishing 
entry-level standards for school principals. The most significant difference 
between RttT states and non-RttT states is the category of tiered licensing or 
advanced performance based certification for principals and is only 13%.  This 
statistic does not support a solid case that these licensing requirements, as a 
whole, are significant. 
 
Comparison of Findings with Previous Research 
The results of this study reinforce previous research on principal licensure.  
Although no known similar studies have been conducted, due in part to the 
recent adoption of Race to the Top initiatives, the generalizations of licensing 
requirements remain the same as they did for LeTendre and Roberts (2005).  
First, LeTendre and Roberts encountered the same challenge collecting data.  
Conflicting information that sometimes changed depending upon the source 
within the same agency created a research challenge in the quest to report the 
most current and accurate information.  The researcher concurs with LeTendre 
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and Roberts in their statement that accurate information one moment may not be 
accurate the next. 
The researcher agrees with LeTendre and Roberts (2005) who noted marked 
similarities between states’ licensing policies.  All but two states (96%), Florida 
and Michigan, require a teaching license to serve as a principal.  Eighty-two% of 
states require some type of competency assessment, while all but one state, 
North Dakota, require a Master’s Degree or higher in order to obtain an 
administrative license.    An internship is required in sixty-one% of states and all 
states have established the position of building level principal as a licensed 
position.  Of those states that require a teaching license, all but one, North 
Carolina, specifies how many years must have been spent as a teacher.  This 
requirement ranges from two years in Indiana, Illinois, and Alabama to six years 
in New Mexico. 
This studies’ findings supported Shelton-Vitaska (2009) who stated that at 
least 25% of states have adopted advanced or tiered licensure certification 
policies that require administrators to complete requirements beyond preparation 
programs, passing certification exams, or taking a set number of course hours.  
Shelton-Vitaska, as does the researcher, defines advanced or tiered licensure as 
certification granted to those principals demonstrating skills and behaviors 
necessary to improve classroom practices and student learning.  However, 
LeTendre and Roberts (2005) indicate that tiered licenses need only input based 
criteria with no performance-based evidence required for advanced certification. 
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Just as Adams and Copland (2005) found, among the states that require 
competency exams for licensure, many utilize the School Leaders Licensure 
Assessment.   Additionally, Adams and Copland in 2005 addressed the need for 
coherent policy in the area of specialized post-licensure certifications, those that 
represent the possession of deeper targeted skills necessary for leadership in the 
21st century.  Unlike Ashbaugh and Kasten (1992) who stated that administrative 
licensure and advanced certification should not be based on national standards, 
but left to individual states, the researcher contends that advanced certification 
for principals should be set by one national organization that establishes what 
constitutes characteristics of an exemplary principal equipped to meet the 
demands of 21st century schools. 
 
Conclusions Based on the Results of the Present Study 
Implications for the Field of Study 
The continuation of the study of policy practices related to principal licensure 
is critical to the optimal success of preparing building leaders to transform 
schools of the 21st century.  If further research supports that there is no causal 
relationship between licensing requirements and student achievement, a 
question that begs to be asked is, “Why do states establish such requirements?”  
Coupled with that question might be, “Why are states reluctant to make any 
changes in licensing policies?”  Those answers may be found with Cross (2010), 
who stated that with 15,000 school districts and 80,000 public schools, some 
states having as many as 1,000 separate school districts, communication within 
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the various entities is difficult, making policy implementation unmanageable.  
According to White (in Cross, 2010), when policies fail, it is typically due to the 
failure to monitor implementation.  He goes on to state that making a national 
policy that will account for the differences in all 50 states and the District of 
Columbia is very difficult. 
An area of further study crucial to the possible adoption of a nationwide 
system of differentiated or tiered licensure system for principals is the evaluation 
of policy implementation.  It is imperative that the systems mandated by states 
are assessed to determine efficacy, ideally by using measures of student 
achievement.  Again, if it is determined that set polices are not effective, 
policymakers must ask, why then are these policies mandated and what changes 
are necessary to develop the leadership skills necessary for all students to 
achieve success.  What licensing polices have validity when impacting school 
success and individual student achievement via teacher efficacy?   
With not only teachers, but also support staff having to become Highly 
Qualified, is it just a matter of time before building level principals must do the 
same?  If so, what will the criteria be?  Will districts and states establish separate 
standards, or more logically, by a national organization, establishing one set of 
criteria to recognize distinguished or highly qualified and accomplished leaders? 
Given the urgency of today’s educational leadership demands, policymakers 
must view the licensing of principals as a tool that can propel them from mere 
competence to expertise.  Instead of policies that establish the floor or minimum 
entry-level for licensure, policymakers must consider the power of establishing 
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the ceiling (accomplished or exemplary) for achievement in the field of principal 
licensure.  Licenses govern administrative practices and activities that keep an 
organization on track.  However, fostering leadership for high levels of learning 
may require rethinking on the part of policymakers.  The process may begin with 
initial licensure, but must move beyond those first screening steps.  Other 
systems must be in place that assure that principals are able to participate in 
activities that develop the advanced skills necessary to meet the demands of the 
21st century.  What function can licensing of school principals encompass that 
moves the position from that of manager to leader for learning?  If, as Darling-
Hammond (1999) stated, policies regarding teacher education, licensing, hiring, 
and professional development make an important difference in both the 
qualifications and capacities that teachers contribute to their craft, would the 
same concept not hold true for school principals? 
 
Recommendations for Further Research 
If the current licensure requirements for most states (degrees held, years of 
teaching experience, or scores on competency assessments) do not influence 
leadership efficacy and subsequent learner growth, what skills and requirements 
do have a positive relationship on leadership efficacy?   One possible route 
would be to examine the requirements for renewal of administrative licenses.  It 
can be difficult to predict, based upon initial licensure requirements, who has the 
skills necessary to lead schools in the 21st century.  However, districts have 
sufficient time and opportunity to assess leader’s performance once they are on 
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the job.  They have ample opportunities to ensure tenure is not offered until the 
mastery of skills necessary to lead exemplary schools has been demonstrated. 
Given the abundance of entry-level candidates available to be placed in 
administrative positions, there is no reason to settle and provide tenure to any 
administrator who demonstrates less than exemplary leadership skills. 
An additional component of Race to the Top is the Teacher and Leader 
Innovation Fund that provides competitive grants for states and school districts 
that are willing to execute bold reforms to better identify, recruit, prepare, 
develop, retain, reward, and advance effective teachers, principals, and school 
leadership teams in high needs schools (United States Department of Education, 
2010).  If states are able to access these funds, they can consider the policies 
necessary to ensure leaders are prepared to meet the ever-growing needs of 
today’s learners. 
 
Closure 
Given the current licensure policies in place, receiving a license to become a 
principal should, in no way, label an individual as a school leader.  States cannot 
expect new principals to spontaneously emerge as effective or accomplished 
leaders based upon an entry-level certification.  In order to build true capacity for 
indispensible leadership that will sustain and move schools to the highest levels 
of achievement, the levels where all learners and teachers succeed, further 
investments in a conscious plan of action to identify and build accomplished 
leaders must be implemented.  The degree to which these issues will be 
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addressed is dependent upon the level of involvement policymakers at the 
national, state, and local levels are willing to undertake.  In order to bridge the 
gap that exists between current licensing standards and the realities of being a 
highly effective instructional leader, meaningful administrative licensing policies 
must be addressed.  The long-term success of school leaders requires 
supportive, skilled leadership at all levels of public education-both state and 
district level as well as at the school level.  It requires personnel who are willing 
and able to make the hard decisions to adopt well-coordinated policies and 
practices toward licensure requirements that support the success of principals as 
instructional leaders (Wallace Foundation, 2006). 
Impact of Licensing 
Historically, there has been very little coordination among stakeholder entities 
in the field of principal certification, hence the disconnect between requirements 
of licensing and requirements of making and sustaining significant instructional 
change resulting in measurable achievement (UCEA, 1987). 
School administrator licensing is a broad tool that is utilized in all fifty states 
and the District of Columbia.  Although the qualifications and regulations vary, 
the fact that all fifty states regulate how one can become licensed as a principal 
is significant.  If licensing criteria are changed, made more meaningful and 
rigorous, then all incoming principals will be positively affected by these new 
requirements.  These highly qualified leaders would then mentor and train the 
next generation of leaders, leaving a legacy of excellence and visionary 
instructional leadership for all stakeholders. The current crisis in licensure of 
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highly effective school principals presents an opportunity for stakeholders to 
define policies that will establish rigorous licensing expectations.  These 
expectations will identify a new generation of leaders better prepared to meet the 
diverse needs of today’s schools by maximizing the learning and teaching 
potential of all members of public schools (SREB, 2008).  If licensure 
requirements are adapted to more accurately reflect the demands of the current 
leadership role, then all administrators would be more readily prepared to meet 
current leadership demands.  If national organizations become involved in the 
move to make licensing more relevant and rigorous, the arm of these policy 
changes could be very far reaching.  If policy makers implement national 
certification for accomplished principals, states will be able to identify and 
acknowledge those leaders who are prepared to meet the most laudatory of 
educational aspirations. 
In order to prevent underprepared candidates from entering the field of school 
leadership and possibly remaining in the position providing ineffective leadership 
for decades to come, it is crucial for key policymakers to sustain the effort to 
encourage lawmakers to make the necessary changes to maximize requirements 
for entry-level school leaders. Policymakers must be relentless in their efforts to 
ensure that consistent and continuous communications occur regarding licensure 
and certification issues.  Licensure requirements must be aligned with the current 
demands of the position.  They must be monitored and evaluated for efficacy and 
adjusted as necessary.  In 2008, the Southern Regional Education Board 
recommended Framework Task Forces to include a licensure and evaluation 
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redesign.  Unless licensing, certification, training, and university programs are 
well coordinated, they are, in isolation and unlikely to be effective in making an 
impact on principal preparedness efficacy.  A more systematic approach to 
enhancing leadership, while complicated and challenging, could offer a pathway 
for moving the collective thinking among all policymakers away from isolated, 
ineffective efforts.  A dialogue could begin to create a more cohesive national 
policy on the meaningful requirements of entry-level licensure and subsequent 
advanced certification systems (The Wallace Foundation, 2006). 
 
Other Considerations 
Although tying principal performance to student achievement growth over 
time is a crucial component of advanced licensing, consideration must be given 
to the challenges various building principals face.  Principals who lead affluent 
schools with low socioeconomic challenges may be more readily able to ensure 
achievement for all as opposed to leaders who guide schools faced with a 
plethora of social, economic and language barriers to achievement (Bottoms, et 
al., 2003).  There is no easy answer for this dilemma and policymakers looking 
for an easy solution on how to discern leadership skill levels will be disappointed.  
This is one reason why the growth model to assessing student achievement is 
crucial instead of solely utilizing raw student achievement data. 
States can continue to rethink licensure to account for the differences in skill 
and competency levels among leaders and the specific needs of schools within 
their districts.  Again, the concept of not being merely competent, but highly 
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effective can assist with the framework of developing policies that distinguish 
novice principals from those who are proven accomplished in all aspects of 
current school reform (NASBE, 2010).  These advanced licenses or certifications 
can be a requirement of renewal or voluntary depending upon the states’ needs 
or qualifications.  They can also require performance-based assessments to 
include standards based portfolios. 
Proponents of licensure deregulation for principals feel that minimizing 
requirements to become a principal will open the door for more qualified 
candidates from other fields who are excluded by the current policies that 
typically require a minimum of teaching experience (Archer, 2003).  Alternative 
Routes to Licensure for school administrators is one component of Race to the 
Top plans for state reforms.  There is a case to be made for the option of 
choosing school leaders outside the traditional pool of candidates.  Many of our 
great education leaders have been found in the classroom, but some have also 
been found in unlikely places such as the case with Joel Klein, Roy Romer, and 
Alan Bersin.  All three individuals became leaders in the field of education 
(superintendents or chancellors) at large urban school districts without any 
background in education.  Our country may be at the pivotal point where making 
such a bold decision as to choose a non-educator to lead not only achievement 
distressed, but also high achieving schools is a step toward the direction of 
meeting all students’ needs. 
At what point can we expect a national organization to assume the 
responsibility of establishing standards for accomplished or distinguished 
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principals?  Just as Neville, Sherman and Cohen (2005) noted, occupations such 
as lawyers, architects, nurses, and accountants have one national set of 
standards, so too, should the field of educational leadership.  Ensuring schools 
are led by leaders who consistently demonstrate the skills and competencies 
necessary to ensure our society continues to function at the highest standard 
possible as a result of having a well-educated work force is a moral imperative of 
stakeholders and policymakers today. 
 
Recommendations 
State laws can support rigorous licensure requirements for administrators and 
advanced certification for those who demonstrate exceptional skills beyond that 
of entry-level leaders.  However, districts and states together must turn policies 
into practices, ensuring that established best practices become standards for the 
licensure and advanced certification of the profession of educational leadership.  
These practices must be coordinated with established policies and must be in 
effect in order to ensure our most at risk youth are lead by our most capable 
administrators, those who are best trained and have demonstrated the 
exceptional skills necessary to lead these populations to success (The Wallace 
Foundation, 2006).  These highly skilled, proven administrators must also be 
recognized and rewarded for their exemplary skills by way of an acknowledged, 
nationally adopted, accredited advanced certification. 
States can link principal licensure to performance by creating a tiered 
licensure system that would be composed of an entry-level license that merely 
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signifies the completion of a minimal competency set of skills such as a degree, 
initial service training, and basic skills assessments.  The advanced or 
accomplished certification would include indicators of successful student 
achievement growth over time, professional growth beyond minimal requirements 
at the local level, and extensive self-reflection exercises and portfolio 
assessments, similar to that of the current National Board Certification for 
teachers. 
Being licensed to serve as a principal does not ensure that the holder of such 
a license is entitled to or guaranteed such a position.  Until licensing is more 
rigorously regulated, states can also ensure that if initial licenses are offered, 
they are not automatically renewable.  That is, if a principal does not meet the 
minimum requirements necessary for initial licensure within the set time frame, 
renewal of the initial licensure is not an option.  The principal must then return to 
the position from which they advanced, be that the classroom, lower level non-
site based position, or other position not as a school leader. 
Even though a performance-based system will result in a smaller pool of 
professionally licensed school leaders, the pool will provide states with the quality 
leaders our schools need.  Since there is no shortage of the quantity applicants, 
this should not pose a challenge.  States can provide opportunities for principals 
to further develop their instructional leadership capacities and seek advanced 
certification. 
The researcher would pose that advanced certification provides society with 
the opportunity to ensure that the value of the product (principals) we place in 
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schools is the very highest quality we have available to achieve the seemingly 
impossible: high achievement for all students in all schools. 
Dick Flanary, Senior Director of National Association of Secondary School 
Principals, states, “There continues to be a gap between principal preparation 
and readiness” (Education Week, 2010). What can be done to bridge the chasm 
between preparation and expectation? 
Promising Practices 
The Alliance to Reform Education Leadership (AREL), from the George W. 
Bush Institute, located at Southern Methodist University in Dallas, seeks to work 
in six cities, collaborating with school districts, universities, and private 
organizations to recruit, train and certify school principals, sometimes outside the 
typical pool of candidates.  Teach for America, New Leaders for New Schools, 
and the KIPP Charter Schools will be involved in the recruitment of a different set 
of school leaders. 
The AREL initiative is currently estimated to cost $500 million over ten years 
and is to be largely funded by private donors, foundations, and local districts.  
The focus of this program is preparing principals not for universal access, but for 
universal success (Education Week, October 6, 2010). 
In alignment with the concept of value-added leadership comes the concept 
that establishing indicators for tracking the quality of educational leaders, 
preparation programs, and licensing policies may have a positive influence on 
leadership quality (NASBE, 2004). 
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Licensure enables a candidate to be considered for an administrative 
position.  Districts are empowered to establish requirements for candidates 
before giving licensed personnel the opportunity to lead schools.  We must make 
the shift of preparing and selecting principals who have the right traits or abilities 
to organize things and get along with people, to proficiencies, the ability to 
display performance based knowledge of effective teaching, learning, curriculum, 
assessment, and team building (McGuire, 2002). 
In order to achieve these goals, policymakers must be clear regarding the 
intent of licensure in order to build support for the effective implementation and 
monitoring of the set policy.  If indeed the adopted policy for licensure is to 
ensure a high quality administrator in each and every school, as opposed to 
licensing policies that merely protect from harm, this must be clearly 
communicated to all stakeholders.  Once these policies are set forth, they must 
be periodically reviewed for efficacy.  To wait until the federal government 
decides to make changes to yet another education reform bill before monitoring 
such a crucial policy to the future of our students is tantamount to educational 
malpractice. 
Unmistakably, for many years, other professional fields such as medicine 
have acknowledged personnel with the skills necessary to meet specialized 
situations, beyond that of entry-level proficiency.  To date, the field of educational 
leadership has yet to align with the philosophy that an entry level “do no harm” 
designation does not meet the needs of all stakeholders. 
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Given the plethora of data that discounts any relationship between state 
licensure policies and states that are identified by rigorous federal guidelines and 
seemingly meticulous classifications as beacons of educational reform in the 
area of principal licensure, the question remains, what impact does principal 
licensure policy have on leadership skills?  If we know, based upon research and 
empirical data, that there is minimal, if any impact on leadership skills due to 
licensure policy and that any licensure reform will, in all probability, as supported 
by research from Fowler (2009), Weimer and Vining (2011), Dunn (1986), and 
Cross (2010), take longer than today’s students have available, what are states 
waiting for before they acknowledge that advanced certification is one avenue by 
which principals can be discerned between that of novice or entry level and that 
of accomplished or exemplary?  The field of educational leadership must unite 
and adopt a national certification program that discerns possessing entry level 
skills, skills that ensure no harm will be done from the skills necessary to lead 
today’s failing schools into the area of schools that meet the needs of all 
learners.  The field of educational leadership has clearly acknowledged the 
newfound requirements of consummate leaders in the 21st century, be that 
Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium standards, ELLC standards, 
Marzano’s Twenty-One Leaders Responsibilities, or National Board 
Accomplished Principals’ Standards, the skills needed are clearly established 
and documented.  At what point will the combined efforts of all stakeholders 
come together to acknowledge and endorse the critical, immediate need to 
identify the skills and the leaders that possess the skills necessary to lead 
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schools in the 21st century to the level of achievement for all, all subgroups, all 
populations, all children, learners and communities? 
If policymakers, administrators, staff developers, teachers, community 
members, families and students emphatically believe that more rigorous licensing 
requirements would result in more highly effective principals, the researcher 
queries, “Do more rigorous licensing requirements have a greater impact on 
teacher performance and learner achievement?” If we know that National Board 
Certified Teachers have a greater positive effect on student achievement than 
teachers without advanced certification, would the same not hold true for building 
principals?  If this is indeed true, what are we waiting for?  Our nation’s children 
cannot spend another day in the classroom of a school that is not lead by the 
absolute best leader we have to offer.  The researcher would pose that advanced 
certification provides society with the opportunity to ensure the quality of the 
principals we place in schools are the most effective we have available to 
achieve the seemingly impossible: high achievement for all students in all 
schools. 
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APPENDIX  
RACE TO THE TOP SYNOPSIS TABLE 
 
 
States  
Allow 
ARL 
certifi- 
cation 
ARL currently in use 
Monitor, evaluate, and identify 
areas of teacher and principal 
shortage; prepare staff to fill those 
areas 
        
DC Yes New Leaders for New Schools Continuous recruitment 
MD Yes New Leaders for New Schools Officers to Principals National Board Certification 
FL Yes 
Must demonstrate Florida 
Principals' Leadership Standards 
and pass Florida Educational 
Leadership Exam - 43 completed in 
2009 
FELE completion in hopes of having 
highly qualified admin. In all schools 
MA Yes 50% of newly licensed principals   
NY Yes 
Institutions other than traditional 
IHE provide preparation "Blue 
Ribbon Commission" reviews 
applications from non-IHEs 
Federally funded "Teacher/Leader 
Quality Partnership Program" - high 
needs schools; Full-time clinical 
internship; Future Superintendent 
Academy; NYC Leadership 
Academy; Student achievement 
data p. 159 of plan 
NC Yes 
3% of principals are ARL-Non-IHE 
provide preparation, only 5% of 
applicants accepted New Leaders 
for New Schools, Regional 
Leadership Academies 
Uses ARL strategies to meet needs 
OH Yes APL-Alternative Principal Licensure Non-IHE Credential Review Board   
HI Yes 
Developing policies to support ARL 
pathways Residency-based 
alternative certification program 
$3,000 bonus for hard to staff 
schools and Aspiring Leaders 
Program 
GA Yes "The Permit" proposing new route to ARL that will mirror teacher route   
TN Yes   Evaluating the need for new administrators until 2014 
DE Yes New York City Leadership Academy Monitor and evaluate, no preparation 
RI Yes Academy of School Leadership Academy of School Leadership 
 
 
 
	  
 124	  
States Establish clear approaches to measuring growth 
Rigorous, transparent and fair 
evaluation systems 
      
DC Performance Management Framework Not yet established 
MD Being developed, with be aligned with Common Core Standards 
Maryland Principal Evaluation 
Framework; Eight Leadership 
Outcomes Annually 
FL Will select tool Established 
MA Will establish a system to connect student growth to principals 
Differentiated categories: Highly 
effective, effective, or ineffective 
NY Will develop growth model based on CO and MA 
Categories:  Highly Effective, 
Effective, Developing or Ineffective 
NC 
ABS program established in 1995; 
Bonuses for professional staff who 
meet or exceed expected growth; In 
2007 SAS Institute Education Value 
Added-Assessment System 
established 
Principal Evaluation Process 2010-
2011 
OH 
Since 2002, Battelle for Kids';  
Teachers Connenting Achievement 
and Progress 
Teacher Incentive Fund-
performance based compensation 
fund; Distinguished, 
Accomplished/Highly Effective, 
Proficent/Effective, Satisfactory, 
Ineffective 
HI Vetically scaled tool 
Effective, exemplary or marginal 
"Stretch" goal allows striving for 
exemplary status 
GA Teacher-Student Data Link; Leader Effectiveness Measure 
Being developed, not yet 
implementd 
TN TVAAS since 1992 New system to be adopted in 2011-2012 
DE TBD Delaware Performance Appraisal System (2005) 
RI Is developing value-added tool 
State Regulation by 2011-2012; No 
child will be taught by an ineffective 
teacher for two consecutive years 
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States  Granting tenure or full certification Remove ineffective teachers and principals 
     
DC     
MD Must have "Effective" growth to be rated satisfactory 
If "Ineffective" customized improvement 
plan developed by the district. Can be 
removed at the will of LEA Superintendent 
FL     
MA 
"Leadership Standards and Performance 
Indicators" fall 2010; Performance 
assessments for initial stage and portfolio 
assessments for professional stage 
After one year of intensive support without 
acceptable progress toward "Continuous 
Improvement Plan," principal may be 
demoted or dismissed 
NY 
Two years of "Developing or Ineffective" 
can be grounds for incompetence and 
dismissal 
If "Developing" or "Ineffective" customized 
improvement plan developed by the 
district 
NC   
If goals for growth are not met for two 
years (ineffective), superintendent may 
recommend directed growth plan, 
nonrenewal or dismissal 
OH 
Senior Professional Educator-Highly 
Effective of Distinguished Lead 
Professional Educator National Board 
Certified; Distinguished performance; No 
tenure for principals 
"Individual growth plan"; Dismiss 
"persistently low performing" principals 
HI Tenure granted after three years' satisfactory service 
Termination discretion "for the good of the 
department" 
GA Continuing contracts will be based on Leadership Effectiveness Measure Performance based bonuses 
TN Nothing noted re: principals 
Consideration will be given to program in 
which poorly performing principals were 
trained; Number of principals in each area 
will be reported, not by name 
DE Nothing noted re: principals "Pattern of ineffective performance" grounds for termination 
RI 
Ensure that 85% of educators are 
effective or highly effective; Only teachers 
who have been effective or highly 
effective can apply for leadership roles; 
New certification system to be developed 
in 2010-2011 
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 States Conduct annual evaluations that provide feedback including                                 data on student growth 
   
DC   
MD All schools, all staff by 2013-2014; Highly effective, effective, ineffective; Highly effective=more than expected growth 
FL 50% of evaluations based on student growth; also, Florida Principal Leadership Standards for all principals by 2014 
MA All schools, all staff by 2013-2014 
NY All schools, all staff by 2013-2014 
NC Teacher Working Conditions Survey and Student Growth included 
OH Based on ISLLC standards and Ohio Standards for Principals; 50% based on student achievement; Ratings will be publicized in 2010-2011 
HI 
Currently performance based contract for principals; 50% based on student 
growth; Marginal or Effective principals have a growth plan; Exemplary leaders 
are showcased 
GA Data will be shared with principals 
TN 50% achievement data; 35% student growth 
DE 
All satisfactory leaders must have demonstrated student growth in their school; 
All satisfactory leaders must have demonstrated student growth in their school: 
Highly effective, effective, needs improvement, ineffective 
RI Highly effective, effective, minimally effective, ineffective; 51% of evaluations will be based on student growth 
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